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LETTFIt OF TRANSMITTAL
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John A. Buggs, Staff Director

Sirs and Madam:

The Michigan Advisory Committee submits this report, tha

second in a continuing study of the civil rights aspects of

the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974, as part

of its responsibililty to advise the Commission about civil

rights problems within this State.

ThiS-,report is interim in nature. It compares the effect of

equal 'protection and civil rights provisions of the new
community development law with those same provisions of the
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan Development Act of

1966 (model cities).

The Advisory Committee has pound that in the area of
citizens' participation, low-income and minority indiviJuals
have fewer opportunities to:participate in decisionmaking
under the new act than they:had under model cities

legislation. The decline in citizen participation by low-

income and minority individOals ie seen by the Advisory
Committee as a condition that should and can be corrected by

both administrative and legislative action.

Secondly, communities have increased the amount of funding
going to physical development (hardware) projects under
community development from what it had been during 1968-720
the years of heavy moiel cities activity. At the same time

communities have sharply decreased the amount of funding

going to public service (software) types of projects. The
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Advisory Committee has determined that this shift in program
funding has not been due to a change in community needs but
primarily to the dismantling of the citizen participation
procedures prevalent during 1968-72 under model cities.
Differences in the wording of the new law and model cities,
along with statements of congressional intent, have also
contributed to this shift in program funding.

Based on these findings, this Advisory Committee has
directed recommendations to appropriate local, State, and
Federal officials. It is the Advisory Committee's hope that
the Commission will support these recommendations with
specific actionz. The Advisory Committee is continuing its
examination of the 1974 act and further,reports and
recommendations will be forthcoming.

Respectfully,

/5/

Jo-Ann Terry
Chairperson
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THE UNITED STATES COMMISSION ON CIVIL RIGETS

The United States Commission on Civil Rights, created by the
Civil Rights Act of 1957, is an independent, bipartisan
agency of the executive branch of the Federal Government.
By the terms of the act, as amended, the Commission is
charged with the following duties pertaining, to denials of
the equal protection of the laws based on race, color, sex,
religion, or national origin: investigation of individual
discriminatory denials of the right to vote; study of legal
developments with respect to denials of the equal protection
of the law; appraisal of the laws and policies of the United
States with.respect to denials of equal protection of the
law:, maintenance of a national clearinghouse for infdtMAtion
respecting denials of equal protection of the law; and
investigation of patterns or practices of fraud or
discrimination in the conduct of Federal elections. The
Commission is also required to submit reports to the
President and the congress at such times as the Commission,
the Congress, or the President shall deem desirable.

THE STATE ADVISORY COMMITTEES

An Advisory Committee to the United States commission on
Civil Rights has been established in each of the 50 States
and the District of Columbia pursuant to section 105(c) of
the Civil Right Act of 1957 as amended. The Advisory
Committees are made up of responsible persons who serve
without compensation. Their functions under their mandate
from the Commission are to: advise the Commissinn of all
relevant information concerning their respective States on
matters within the jurisdiction of the Commission; advise
the commission on matters of mutual concern in the
preparation of reports of the Commission to the President
and the Congress: receive reports, suggestions, and
recommendations from individuals, public and private
organizations, and public officials upon matters pertinent
to inquiries conducted by the State Advisory Committee;
initiate and forward advice and recommendations to the
Commission upon matters in which the Commission shall
request the assistance of the State Advisory Committi?,e; and
attend, as observers, any open hearing or conference which
the Commission may hold within the State.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 is

the most recent in a history of congressional actions begun

in 1937 that affect the housing and living conditions of the

nation's poor. According to the U.S. Department of Housing

_and Utban Development, the new law is quite different frOm

the more than 60 Federal-programs that have gone before it

and ftsignificantly alters Federal involvement in a wide

range of housing and community development activities.ul

Due to this change in Federal involvement in programs

dealing with the country's poor and minority communities,

the Michigan Advisory Committee to the U.S. Commission on

Civil Rights has undertaken a study of the racial and

economic effects of the Housing and Community Development

Act and its implementation in the State of Michigan. The

study focuses on the effectiirmess of those wol'isions of

the law requiring civil rights compliance, citizen

participation, and priority expenditures for low- and

moderate-income families.

Phase one of the Advisory Committee's study consisted

of an analysis of the application and funding process and

the impact of the new legislation in one suburban Detroit

community. A report of the Advisory comnittee's findings

and recommendations, Civil Rights and the Housing and

Communita Development Act of 1974, Volume I; Livonia, was

published in June 1975.

Phase two of the study compares ,he civil rights

implications of the new law with the civil rights

implications of one of its predecessor programs, model

cities. The Advisory Committee analyzed the intent of both

laws; the legislation creating Loth programs; rules,

regulations, and court decisions affecting the
implementation of both laws; the processes, programs, and

benefits resulting from both laws; and the opinions of

primary participants in both programs regarding their

effectiveness.

on June 26 and 27, 1975, tLe Advisory Committee held

informal hearings in Lansing, Michigan, as a part of its

study. Witnesses appearing at the informal hearings

included representatives of the model cities programs in

each of the eight communities in Michigan that had received

model cities funds, iepresentatives of city governments,



directors of city agencies with authority ovum community
development funds, and individuals active in citizen
participation units of model cities programs.

In this comparison the Advisory Committee looked at twoelements of bOth model cities and community 42Nelopment:-----citizen participation and progrAm decisions, in order todetermine the extent of involvement by the poor and minoritycommunity, and to determine the benefits received by thepoor and minority community.

The model cities program was chosen for this
comparative analysis because it was one of the several
categorical programs folded into the Housing and Community
Development Act, because of its similarities to the Housingand Community Development Act, and because it was one of themost recent programs established by Congress prior to the
passage of the 1974 act. Like the Housing and CommunityDevelopment Act, model cities was intended to benefit
priocipally low- and moderate-income families, provide awide range of alternative uses for available funds, andallow city governments a great deal of discretion indeterming how money would be spent. These characteristicsset model cities apart from other Pederal communityimprovement programs, which limited the use of funds to
specific purpose such as water and sewers, housing
rehabilitation, or historic preservation.

The two programs are also different in other respects.Each has its own history of congressional intent andpurpose. Each has its own set of regulations and guidelinesfor implementation. And each has operated under theauthority of different administrative personnel at various
- levels of the Department of Housing and Urban Development.

This is a report of the Advisory Committee's findings,conclusions, and recommendations regarding its comparison ofthe model cities and community development programs. Thereport is interim in nature, as the Advisory Committee iscontinuing its study of the new law and will publish
additional findings and recommendations as other portions ofthe study are completed.

The entire project has been established under the
Commission's legislative mandate to appraise the ',laws andpolicies of the United States with respect to denials of
equal protection of the law The Michigan Advisory
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Committee sought to determine whether the Housing and
Community Development Act of 1974 has maintained or
increased the guarantees of equal protection promised by the

Constitution or whether those guarantees have been in any

--way- eroded or decreased by the passage and implementation of

this new legislation.

NOTES TO SECTION I

Department of Housing and Urban Development, Summary
of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 (197(1),

p. 1.

2Sec. 104(a)(3) Civil Rights Act of 1957 as amended.
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II. HISTORY AND PURPOSE OF TUE ACTS

The Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan Development
Act of 1966,1 known as model cities, was designed to provide
Federal grants and technical assistance to city
demonstration agencies to plan, develop, and conduct
programs to improve the physical environment, increase the
supply of housing for low- and moderate-income people, and
to provide educational and social services vital to health
and welfare.2

In passing the act Congress declared that nimproving
the quality of urban life is the most critical dometic
problem facing the United States.5 Concress also found that
the Federal Government's previous grant-in-aid programs for
housing had not met the urban needs of the country and that
additional financial assistance with new and broader
approaches to the shortage of housing and other urban
problems was necessary:

The persistence of widespread urban
slums and blight, the concentration of
persons of low income in older urbAn
areas, and the unmet needs for
additional housing and community
facilities.and services arising from
rapid expansion of our urban population
have resulted in a marked deterioration
in the quality of the environment and
the lives of large numbers of our
people while the Nation as a whole
prospers. ,

According the the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development, model cities gave local communities the
broadPst discretion in developing proposed programs" ever
experienced prior to the passage of the Housing and
Community Development Act of 1974.5

The Housing and Community Development Act of 19746 is
one part of an overall effort made during the early 1970s to
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reiorm the Federal graglt-in-aid system (categorical grants)
and,remove part of the responsibility for domestic
decisionmaking from Federal authority and place it in the
hands of State and local governments. This "new
federalism," as it was termed, was manifest in such laws as
the State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972 (general
revenue sharing) and the Comprehensive Employment Training

Act of 1973 (CETA).7

The Housina and Community Development Act eliminated
categorical grant-in-aid programs for open space land
grants, urban beautificaticn and historic preservation,
public facility loans, water and sewer and neighborhood
facilities grants, urban renewal and neighborhood
development.prógram grants, and model cities supplemental

grants. TheVact replaced these programs with a single
"block graKit" to applicants who qualify for funding, A
community'd,"entitlement," the total amount of its grant, is

based on a Mtthematical formula that is uniformly applied to

all applican s.

The prima4 objective of the act is "the development of

viable urban comMunities, by providing decent housing and a
suitable living environment and expanding economic
opportunities, principally for persons of low and moderate
income." In passing the act Congress declared that "the

future welfare of the Nation and the well-being of its
citizens depend on the establishment and maintenance of
viable urban communities as social, economic, and political

entities."'

Congress also found that previous programs, both public

and private, had been inadequate, resulting in "the growth

and persistence of urban slums and blight and the marked
deterioration of the quality of the urban environment." The
nation's cities, towns, and smaller urban communities "face

critical social, economic, and environmental problems
arising from the growth of population in metropolitan and

other urban areas, and the concentration of persons of lower
income in central cities."10

Local communities were given increased responsibility
and contr6l over funding expenditures as described in a
report of the committee on Banking and Currency of the U.B.

House of Representatives:

5



The committee wishes to emphasize that
a principal ob3ective of the community
development program proposed in the
bill is to strengthen the ability of
local elected officials to determine
their community's development needs,
set priorities, and allocate resources
to various activities, local elected
officials should clearly be in charge
of managi:ig block grant funds flowing
to their communities.11

6



NOTES TO SECTION II

142 r.S.C. §43301 et seq. (1970).

2U.S., Congress, House of Representatives, Committee on
Banking and Currency, Subcommittee on Housing, Housing and
Community Development Legislation--1_973 93rd Cong., 1st
gess., 1973, part 3, p. 1967 (hereafter cited as HCD
LeoLislation--1973).

342 U.S.C. *3301(1970.

'Ibid.

sHCD Legislation-1973w p. 1967.

642 U.S.C.A. §45301 et seq. (1975).

731 U.S.C. 1451221 et seg. (Supp. IV 1974) and 29 U.S.C.

§§8801 et seg. (Supp. IV 1974).

642 U.S.C.A. 45301(c) (1975).

9Ibid., (b).

10Ibid., (a)(1).

11U.S., Congress, House of Representatives, Committee on
Banking and Currency, Compilation of the Housing and
Community Development Act of 1974, 93rd Cong., 2d sess.
1974, pp. 355, 356.
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III. CITIZENS' PARTICIPATION

Legislative Differences

Requirements for citizen participation are spelled out
in both the model cities act and the community development
act. The model cities act required "widespread citizen
participation in the program."' The housing and community
development act requires:

...satisfactory assurance that, prior
to submission of its application, it
has (A) provided citizens with adequate
information concerning the amount of
funds available for proposed community
development and housing activities, and
other important program requirements,
(1) held public hearings to obtain the
views of citizens on community
development and housing needs and (C)
provided citizens an adequate
opportunity to participate in the
development of the application...but no
part of this paragraph shall be
construed to restrict the
responsibility and authority of the
applicant for the development of the
application and the 'execution of its
Community Development Program.2

The act also provides that funds may be used to support
certain citizen participation activities including: "the
provision of information and resources to residents of areas
in which community development and housing activities are to
be concentrated with respect to the planning and execntion
of such activities."3

The two legislative requirements are different in that
model citi,=?s law requires participation in the program. The
community development act requires participation only in the
application process.

8
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Model cities does not specify in any way the type Or

extent of citizen participation. The community development
act specifies that "adequate information" must be provided

to citizens, that "public hearings" be held to get the views

of citizens, and that there be "adequate opportunity to

participate" in developing the application.

The model cities law does not include any language

regarding citizen participation and its effect on the
responsibility and authority of the applicant. The

community development act specifies that the citizen's
participation requirements of the law cannot be construed to

restrict the applicant's responsibility or authority over
the application for or execution of a community development

program.'

Differences in HUD Interpretation and Regulations

Under both the model cities act and the community
development act, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban

Development pEn4 is charged with responsibility for the

issuance of regulations necessary tor full implementation of

the congressional intent of the law.

Regulations passed by HUD regarding citizen
participation under model cities include the issuance of

City Demonstration Agency (cDA) Letter No. 3 on October 30,

1967. The HUD letter stated:

The implementation of this statutory
provision requires: (1) the
constructive involvement of citizens in
the model neighborhood area and the
city as a whole in planning and
carrying out the program, and (2) the
means of introducing the views of area
residents in policy making should be
leveloped and opportunities should be
affOrded area residents to participatE
actively in planning and carrying out
the demonstration.

This requirement grows out of the
conviction that improving the quality
ot life of the residents of the model
neighborhood can be accomplished only
by the affirmative action of the people

9



themselves. This requires a means of
building self-esteem, competence and a
desire to participate effectively in
solving the social and physical
problems of their community.

HUD will not determine the ideal
orOnizational pattern designed to
accomplish this objective. It will,
however, outline performance standards
for citizen participation which must be
achieved by eadh City Demonstration
Agency. It is expected that patterns
will vary from city to city, reflecting
local circumstances& The city
government, as the principal instrument
for carrying out the Model Cities
program, will be responsible for
insuring that whatever organization is
adopted provides the means for the
model neighborhood's citizens to
participate and be fully involved in
policy-making, planning and the
execution of all program elements. For
a plan to be approved, it must provide
for such an organization and spell out
precisely how the participation and
involvement of the residents is to be
carried out throughout the life of the
Model Cities program.

HUD went on in the same letter to outline performance
standards for citizen participation in model neighborhood
programs:

In order to provide the citizen
participation called for in the Act,
there must be some form of
organizational structure, existing or
newly established, which embodies
neighborhood residents in the process
of policy and program planning and
program implementation and operation.
The leadership of that structure must
consist of persons whom neighborhood
resi.dents accept as representing their
interests.

10



-The neiqhborhood citizen participation
structure must have clear and direct
access to the decision making process
of the City Demonstration Agency so
that neighborhood views can influence
policy, planning and program decisions.
That structure must have sufficient
information about any matter to be
decided for a sufficient period of time
so that it can initiate proposals and
react knowledgeably to proposals from
others. In order to initiate and react
intelligently in procnam matters, the
structure must have the technical
capacity for making knowledgeable
decisions. This will mean that some
form of professional technical
assistance, in a manner agreed to by
neighborhood residents shall be
provided.

Where financial problems are a barrier
to effective participation, financial
assistance (e.g., baby sitting fees,
reimbursement for transportation,
compensation for serving on Boards or
Committees) should be extended to
neighborhood-residents to assure their
opportunity to participate.

Neighborhood residents will be employed

in planning activities and in the
execution of the program, with a view
toward development of new career lines,
including appropriate training and
modification of local civil service
regulations for entry and promotion.

HUDss Technical Assistance Bulletin No. 3, titled

nCitizen Participation in Model Cities,,, stressed the

importance of a partnership between citizens and the city

council:

Although these citizen participation
arrangements cannot abrogate the
contractual responsibility of the city
to HUD, they represent a vital part of

11



the mechanisms by which the city shares
power with the citizen structure. Such
mechanisms for sharing of power and
responsibility are essential to citizen
participation and to the ultimate
success of the Model Cities program.

The most fundamental lesson illustrated
by the experiences of the first
generation of model cities is that the
concept 'of partnership cannot be
implemented without considerable effort
and expense. Citizens' distrust of
public officials can neither be argued
nor ratiOnalized away. Public
agencies' procedUres, styles, and
skills cannot be changed solely by
admonition or the carrot of new Federal
programs. Years of partnership may be
necessary to compensate for generations
of diAtrust.

In many ventures, some partners are
more equal than others. City
government is clearly the dominant
partner in the Model Cities Program.
Yet it is precisely because city
government has the ultimate power of
final decision in the Model Cities
Program that the concept of partnership
carries the risk that it can he reduced
to rhetoric, thus defeating the sobjectives of citizen participation.

In it-s 1970 handbook, "Workable Program for Community
Improvement," HUD stated that it is a "guiding principle of
departmental policy to insure that citizens have the
opportunity to participate in Policies and programs which
affect their welfare." In the same handbook HUD recognized
the need for citizens to be involved as full participants,in
decisionmaking rather than the more traditional, but
ineffective, advisory role:

New forms of collaborLative
relationships between'citizens and
government, new meats for participatim
in the decisionmaking process, need to

12
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be developed...traditional acts of
participationvoting, attendance at
meetings, letters to Congressmen--are
frequently ineffective in dealing with
the immediate problems raised by
increasingly large and complex programs
having direct impact on peoples'
lives..

Regulations passed by HUD regarding citizen
participation in the housing and community development
program repeat the same language as Congress used in the act
(as noted above). In addition, HUD included i section on
citizen participation in the performance standards subpart
of the regulations that requires the Secretary of HUD to
determine if:

(1) A local citizen participation plan
has been developed and made public.
The recipient shall specify in the plan
how it intends to meet the citizen
participation requirements of this
Part, inclusive of a timetable
specifying: (i) When and how
information will be disseminated
concerning the amount of fands
available for projects that may, be
undertaken, along with other important
program requirements; (ii) when in the
initial stage of the planning process
public hearings will be held; (iii)

when and how citizens will have an
opportunity to participate in the
development of the application prior to
submission; (iv) when and how any
technical assistance the recipient may
choose to provide, will be made
available to assist citizen
participants to understand program
requirements such as Davis-Bacon,
environmental policies, equal
opportunity requirements, relocation
provisions and like requirements, in
the preapplication process; and (10 the
nature and timing of citizen
participation in the development of any
future community development program

13



amendments, includirg reallocation of
funds and designation of new activities
or locations.

(2) A local process has been developed
which permits citizens likely to be
affected by community development and
housing activities, including low and
moderate income persons, to articulate
needs, express preferences about
pmposed activities, assist in the
selection of priorities, and otherwise
partj.cipate in the development of the
application, and have individual and
other complaints answered in a timely
and responsive manner. (Applicants may
wish to provide bilingua) opportunities
for citizen participation, it feasible,
where significant numbers of non-
English speaking persons are likely to
be affected by commUnity development
program activities.) 7

No additional guidelines on citizens' participation
have been provided by HUD, even though the department
received a number of requests for additional guidelines
during the period of public comment on the regulations.
According to HUD, these requests were rejected since the
proposed requirements would have imposed upon HUD the
responsibility for specifying the manner in which local
government related to its citizens. This role was not
considered appropriate for HUD."'

The regulatory requirements of the two laws are
different in that:

(1) Model cities required an organizational structure
of neighborhood residents. Community development has no
such requirement.

(2) Model cities required that neighborhood residents
be involved in (a) program planning, (b) policymakinq, (c)
implementation of programs, and (d) ongoing operation of
programs. Community development requires an opportunity for
citizens to participate only in the development of an
application for funds prior to its submission and in any
amendments which might be made to that application.

14



(3) Model cities required that the neighborhood
residents who made up the organizational structure must be

persons whom neighborhood residents accepted as representing
their interest. The community development regulations
include no such requirement.

(4) Model cities required that where financial problems
were a barrier to effective participation of neighborhood
residents, financial assistance should be made available.
Community development regulations include no such
requirement.

(5) Model cities regulations include a statement of
philosophy that improving the quality of life for low-income
residents can only be accomplished by the affirmative action
of those residents themselves. Community development
regulations include no such statement of philosophy.

(6) Model cities regulations included a statement that
cities must share power-with citizens and that this sharing
of power and responsibility was essential to citizens'
participation and the ultimate success of the program.
Community development includes no such statement.

(7) Workable program guidelines that covered model
cities programs noted that attendance at meetings, voting,
and letters to Congress were quite often ineffective meanS
of citizens' participation and required new alternatives for
participation in the decisionmaking process. Community
development regulations require such meetings as a principal
source of citizens' participation.

Legal Interpretations and Judicial Findings

court decisions also contributed to implementation of
citizens' participation under model cities legislation. The

primary area of legal debate centered around the degree of
authority and control vested in citizens by the Congress.

The United states Court of Appeals for the Third
Circuit found that the requirement of "widespread citizen
participation in the program" and the emphasis on "local
initiative in the planning..." formed a "central and novel
feature of the Demonstration Cities Act...."9

Describing the congressional intent of the law, the

court's opinion stated:
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Perhaps the best expression of
Congress' intent in passing the act was
employed by plaintiffs' counsel in oral
argument in the court: viz., "Power to
the powerless," that is to say, it was
the intention of Congress to cause the
poverty-stricken citizens of our larger
pities to improve their lot by their
own efforts.10

The extent of authority granted to citizens has been
defined by one U.S. district court as something less than
"absolute control" or an "equality of power" with the local
governmental agency.11 However, another district court
determined that citizens do have a definite authority under
the law and "must participate in the implementation of this
chapter [of the model cities act] and in the determinationof new policies or changes in existing basic strategy of the
program."12 In another district court case the court
determined that citizens are to be involved "in all phases
of the program" and "no plan will be formulated and no
action thereunder commenced except as there is widespread
citizen participation."13

The U.S. appeals court, the highest court body to rule
on the authority of the citizens' participation component of
model cities, concluded that "a dirE.ct operational function
ffor citizens]...is required by CDA Letter No. 3." The
court's decision goes on to point taut that it was contrary
to the law and to HUD regulations to allow citizens'
participation "to be reduced to an advisory capacity."14

Legal interpretations of citizen participation under
the Housing and Community Development Act have not yet been
made. Although cases have Leen filed regarding the new act,
the courts have not yet enterei rulings an the issues
involved.

Differences in Implementation

The Michigan Advisory Committee revit.wed tr* citizen
participation activities of all eight model cities in
Michigan and compared those activities with the citiv;in
participation process used.by tt-c. cities under the Housinq
and Community Development Act. Although citizens'
participation varied from city to city under both pieces of
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legislation, some basic similarities and comparisons can be

made.

Under model cities most communities established an

ongoing citizens' participation component, often called a

policy board, that was officially recognized as the agent

for citizens' input and participation. This.board was

usually incorporated, and its membership was elected by

model cities neighborhood residents.

The boards received regular budget allotments for their

ongoing operations, and in most cases they hired full-time

staff to assist in carrying out their responsibilities.

Board members were paid stipends for loss of wages and other

costs incurred due to attendance at meetings.

Model cities policy boards normally had authority to

participate in planning, monitoring, and implemerting_
neighborhood programs and, in mliny cases, operated in'some

form of partnership with the city and the model cities

agency, often having a veto power over the choice of

programs and the letting of contracts. Usually this veto

power could also be asserted by the model cities agency a.,

well, and the city government remained the final authority

in the decisionmaking process. City councils often chose to

let the model cities agency and the citizens' pol4cy board

carry out needs assessments, set program goals, and choose

programs and sponso S. The city would then authorize those

programs and contrac on which the citizens' policy board

and city agency had re agreement.

Exceptions to these nor al operations are explained in

detail in the analysis of ea h city that follows.

During the first year of e Housing and Community

Development Act, citizens' participation consisted primarily

of two or more public meetings called by the city with

voluntary attendance by residents of the community. In

addition, several cities distributed questicnnaires
requesting opinions on the cityls housing and community

development needs.

Many cities also designated e citizens' participation

unit to assist the city government in its tuture

decisionmaking regarding the community development act. In

nearly every case, members of these bodies were appointed

either by the mayor or the city council. Few of these units
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were given budgetary funds, staff, or authority to
participate in monitoring or implementation of community
development programs. Most were advisory in nature and hadno veto power or "partnership" status with either the city
,ouncil or the community development agency.

ANN ARBOR

The citizens, participation component of the Ann Arbor
model cities program was the Model Cities Policy Board. The
board consisted of 23 voting members who were elected by
residents of the model cities neighborhood. Candidates forelection were not required to live in the model
neighborhood.15

The authority of the policy board was reflected in the
organizational chart of the city demonstration agency (seefigure 1). Like other traditional administrative formats inAnn Arbor, such as the planning department and the housing
commission, the director of the city demonstration agencyanswered to the policy board and the policy board, in turn,
was responsible to the city council.16

The policy board also had substructures, including
program task forces, "responsible for continuous planning
and evaluation of the various projects in the model city
area," model neighborhrlod area groups organized to feed
information to the task forces, and citizen participation
staff members responsibl.e for coordinating citizen input
into the task force an,f: policy board decisionmaking.17

According to the "Second Year Action Plan" tor the AnnArbor model cities program, the purpose of the entire
citizen participation structure was to "insure that
sufficient information and control was provided so that they
(citizens] may be in a position to make decisions affecting
their life within the city of Ann Arbor."16 Figure 2
indicated that the-policy board held a decisionmaking role
in the development of fiscal plans and programs. In
addition, a similar system was used in the letting of
individual contracts for projects. A citizen task force
reviewed each contract and made a recommendation to the
policy board. The policy board then reviewed the
recommendation and referred its decision on to the mayor and
city counci1.19

18
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"The Model Neighborhood Policy Board is the major
decisionmaking body,".for model cities, according to the
city's 1972-73 application. "The board makes the final
recommendations to the mayor and the City council on all
projects, proposals, contracts, and such which affect the
social and physical development of the model neighborhood
area."20

AcCording to the mayor of Ann Arbor and members of the
policy board, the decisionmaking authority of the board went
through two distinct phases. The first, lasting until
approximately 1973, consisted of a double veto system under
which the city government could not use model cities money
without the approval of the policy board and the policy
board, in turn, could not use funds without the city
government's approval.

Phase two, which followed, removed the double veto and
clarified the position of the city council as the final
authority in all matters regarding the expenditures of city
funds. According to one policy board member, this change
reduced the effectiveness of the board, and during the
following 2 years the city council increased its
participation in model cities decisionmaking, oftentimes
overruling policy board recommendations. (pp. 53, 134)2'

The policy board held regular meetings and paid its
members stipends to defray any expenses incurred for their
attendance.22 Approximately 65 percent of the board members
were minority and an estimated 40 percent represented low-
income families. (p. 61) The citizens' participation unit of
the city demonstration agency included an organizer-trainer,
two community organization aides, two communication aides,
and selected citizen and technical consultants.
Approximately $45,000 was budgeted for theactivities of
these staff persons during 1972-73.23

The citizen participation component of the Ann Arbor
housing and community development program consisted of
public meetings held on three separate evenings, a letter,
from the mayor of Ann Arbor "calling upon each citizen to
send a letter or other written communication setting
forth...suggestions of community needs," and the formation
of two committees to "recommend to the mayor and council a
planning and decisionmaking process and the steps to be

followed."24
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In its report "Citizen Participation for Community
Development Revenue Sharing Funds," the city reported that
300 citizens attended the cityls meetings regarding the
grant,and 56 individuals expressed their opinions regarding
the funds. The results of the mayor's letter-writing
invitation are not included in the report.

In addition, the, report describes the two committees
formed to procure citizen participation. Committee I
consisted of 16 members, all chairpersons of various boards
and commissions operating in the city, dnd all appointed by
the mayor with city council approval. This committee met
seven times and disbanded, passing along a series of
recommendations,to committee II. Committee II consisted of
31 members, including 6 from committee I and 25 selected
from attendees of the city-sponsored public meetings. All
members were appointed by the mayor.25

The committee has no ongoing budget or full-time staff.
Participants are not granted stipends for loss of wages or
other expenses incurred because of attendance at,meetings.
The purpose and authority of the committee, according to the
city's report, was to make recommendations to the-city
council regarding the development of the application for
funds.26 The committee has no authority over the director of
community development activities. Approximately 70 percent
of the committee members are white, and an estimated 15 to
20 percent represent low-income families. (pp. 61, 62)

In testimony before the Michigan Advisory Committee,
witnesses expressed their opinions concerning the changes in
citizen participation between model cities and community
development. Mayor Albert H. Wheeler, elected to office
after the first year's citizen participation and application
process had been completed, expressed opposition to the
reduction of citizens' participation under community
development.

I have a very strong feeling that
citizens ought to control the use of
their monies, whether it comes from
local government or whether it comes
from the Federal Government. I think
there has to be something more than
advice that one expects from
citizens...and you also have to make it
easier for some of the lower income

22
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people to participate. (pp. 102, 103)
It just -saems to me that maybe there
ought to be a sharing of power, as we
originally started [under model
cities], a kind of double veto power
that did give us more than just writing
some recommendations and having them
voted up or down. (p. 117) I guess I
can sum it up by saying let's get the
farce out of citizen participation, and
let's make it real and meaningful. (p.

104)

Ezra Rowry, who served as chairperson of the model
cities policy board and later served on committee I for the
community development program, indicated that.two basic
philosophies regarding citizen participation had been used
in the city. The first, which operated in the early years
of model cities, was that "citizens must be involved and
must have an.influential say so.° The second philosophy,
which existed during the termination of model cities and the
first year of conmunity development, was that "a citizen
could or should be consulted, but his participation is not
paramount in.having or running a program." (p. 131)

Mr. Rowry went on to say that during the first years of
model cities the program was "truly controlled by the model
neighborhood residents." (p. 133) During this time there was
"a constructive relationship, a positive relationship
between the model cities board and the political officials
of the city." This situation has now changed, however,
according to Mr. Rowry. (p. 142) Under the Housing and
Community Development Act, "we don't have the citizens'
participation we had under model cities." (p. 158)

The effectiveness of citizens' participation, as
measured by the acceptance of citizens' recommendations by
the city council, indicates that in Ann Arbor citizen
participation under the early model cities program was more
effective than under the first-year application process for

the Housing and Community Development Act. According to
city officials and members of the policy board, the city
council, prior to 1972, passed nearly every resolution
submitted to it by the policy board.27 (p. 52)

Under community development, however, the city council
- altered the recommendations of the citizens' committee II as
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they saw fit. The city council :educed the citizens,
recommended budget for an ecology center by more than 60
percent, reduced the contingency fund by more than 50
percent, reduced the budget for an animal neutering clinic
by more than 15 percent, and completely eliminated a
$128,000 program for youth employment and job training. The
council at the same time added programs of their own
choosing, including a quarter of a million dollar project to
resurface and improve streets and curbs.26

Measures of the effectiveness of citizens2
participation in other areas such as program implementation
and program operations could not be made because citizens
have been entirely excluded from participation in these
areas under community development.

Dr. Theodore Beals, a member of the model cities policy
board and, according to city reports, a regular citizen
,observer at committee meetings on housing and community
devel9pment, told the Michigan Advisory Committee, "The role
of minorities and the poor has been diminished to
essentially meaningless tokenism under the Housing and
Community Development Act. The community development block
grant procedures are a giant step backward."29

BENTON HARBOR-BENTON TOWNSHIP

The city of Benton Harbor and the Township of Benton
operated a model cities demonstration project under a joint
governing arrangement whereby both governmental units were
equally represented on a model cities council, and both
governmental units retained final voting approval over model
cities programs and projects. (pp. 165, 179)

The citizens' participation component of the Benton
Harbor-Benton Township program was the Citizens Steering
Council, Inc., whicti-was comprised of 19 members, 12 elected
from the model neighborhood and 7 appointed by the 12
elected members.30 The council had an annual buiget ranging
from $88,0n0 to $116,00C. (p, 210) It maintained a full-
time staff of seven, including a 4rector, community
consultants, and support staff.31 The council was also able
to hire independent consultants to advise members on
technical issues and was able to use funds to train
employees and council members regarding legal and technical
aspects of the model.cities program. The council held
regular meetings and pail participants for loss of wages and
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certain other costs incurred for attendance at the
meetings.32

The authority and responsibility of the citizens
steering council was to:

(1) define problems and formulate program objectives
and priorities for the model cities program;

(2) determine the overall planning objectives and
priorities;

(3) coordinate its efforts with the city and townShip
to define strategies used to determine and solve the problem
areas defined by the council;

(4) have overall responsibility to determine'strategies
within the specific program areas; and

(5) carry out project monitoring and evaluation
activities and develop the standards tor evaluating
performance and,program impact.33

Determinations reached by the citizens steering council
were submitted to the model cities council, the joint
governing board of the entire program, which in turn took
the recommendations to their respective city and township
governing bodies for final approval. The citizens council
did not have a veto power over programs and projects but,
according to the director of the model cities program, "any
proposal or groject to be augmented was first referred to
the citizens'foria recommendation" before it was taken to
the joint crovernihg board, (p. 179) Occasionally, the joint
governing board Would approve a proposal that the citizens
had not yet acted.upon. In these instances the action was
taken contingent 0 the future approval of the citizens
council. (p. 235) The city and the township governing units
could also initiate programs at their own discretion without
the consent of the citizens council cr.modea cities staff.
Such actions occurred only on "rare occasion," according to
the model cities director.34 The administrative structure of
the model cities program is shown in figure 3.

Under the Housing and Community Development Act, Benton
Harbor and Benton Township have received separate funding
and the joint governing arrangement used under model cities
has been terminated. Each governing unit now has its own
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separate citizens' participation component. The city of
Benton Harbor created the Community Development Citizens '

Advisory Board as the citizens' participation component
under the Housing and Community Development Act. The board
consists of 19 members, each appointed by the mayor ana city

commission. This board held a series of meetings and
submitted a, community development plan to the city
commission. The board's plan was altered to conform with
the desires of the city commission, and the plan was then
discussed at a city commission meeting that was open to the

public. (p. 236),

The board's a thority includes:

(1) the use of xperience, knowledge, and skills of its
members, who represen a broad cross-section of the
community, to help id tify and confirm needs, receive
proposed plans, set pr orities for areas of activities, set
goals, and participate n the implementation, evaluation,
modification, and disse nation of these plans;

(2) to advise the ci y commission on its Housing and
Community Development Act plan and to make recommendations
for the implementation of uch plans;

(3) to participate in he selections of staff for human
services projects and the m nitoring of such projects;

(4) to keep the general\ public informed about such
plans and the progress therender; and

(5) to serve as a medium for cooperation between public
and private sectors in the support of the city of Benton
Harbor's community developmert goals and objectives.35

The city has set aside $20,000 to support the
operations of the board, prinCipally to pay participants for
loss of wages and other costsiincurred for attending
mee'inqs. No funds are available for independent staff or

consultants. (p. 207)

In testimony before the Michigan Advisory Committee,
witnesses expressed their opinions regarding the differences
in citizen participation under model cities and the
community development act. Arnold smith, chairperson of
both the model cities citizens steering council and the
citizens board tor the community development act, said, nI
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think that the citizens under model cities had more power to
make decisions and have-those decisions really heard and
stuck to than we seem to have now under community
development." (p. 235)

"I think we (citizens and the city] had a pretty good
relationship under Model Cities," Mr. Smith went on. l'Wedid have some confrontations and we knocked some heads, but
I think we came out of it with better cooPeration." (pp.
239, 240) Under the Housing ind Community Development Act,
however, Mr. Smith reported that citizens "want some process
or some way to make sure that the city commission listens tous. We have not found that way yet." (pp. 257, 258)

The effectilieness of citizens' participation, a's
measured by the acceptance of citizens' recommendations bythe city commission, indicates that citizens' participationwaiabout as effective under the first-year application
procedures for the Housing and Community Development Act as
it had been under model cities.

MeasUres of the effectiveness of citizens'
participation in other areas such as program implementation
and program operations could not be made because citizens
were excluded from participation in these areas under
community developMent.

Like the city of Benton Harbor, the Township of Benton
also set up a 19-member citizens' participation component
called the citizens District Advisory Council for its
housing and community development program. (p. 191) All
members of the council are appointed by the township
supervisor and the board of trustees.3' This council held a
series of meetings at which long-range and short-range needs
of the township were discussed and recommendations made to
the township for inclusion in the community development
application. In addition, the council assisted in the
construction of an ongoing monitoring system for the
community development program and assisted the township in
hiring staff for the activities to be carried out under the
act.

The council has no independent staff or consultants, no
budget, and does not provide stipends to defray the costs of
participating in meetings.37
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Silas Legg, a member of both the model cities citizens
steering council and the community development district
advisory council, observed a shift in the quality of
citizens' participation with the inception of the community
development prograM.

"Now, in my estimation, I don't see real'citizens'
participation," Mr. Legg told the Advisory Committee. "I

see tokenism. And the reason I say tokenism is because when
we receive or have to make any changes in the plan, by the
time they get to us they are already made. All we have to
do is agree to them." (p. 245)

DETROIT

The citizens' participation component for tte Detroit
model cities program was the Citizens Governing Board. The

board was composed of 140 members, of which 106 were elected

from 12 subdivisions of the model neighborhood ard 32 were
appointed by the mayor from various organizations within the

model neighborhood.36

The governing board had an annual budget of
approximately $640,000. 'The board maintained a full-time
staff of 23 professionals along with additional clerical
staff. The board hired its own consultants for legal,
auditing, and planning assistance. Technical assistance to
the board was also available from the Detroit model
neighborhood department.39 The board held regular meetings
and defrayed the cost of attending meetings through payment
of stipends to members.

The citizens governing board had the authority and
responsibility to review the comprehensive development plan

and final citizen teview for proposed governmental actions
submitted to it by the city for consideration and

recommendation. Subcommittees of the governing boani were

responsible for program plannir.g, monitoring, and

evaluation. They participated in developing the scope of
services and budgets for contracts, selection of
contractors, and evaluation of the ongoing contract
operations.40

The governing board had signotf authority over
virtually every facet of the model cities operation, ana
according to a model cities spokesperson, "nothing happeneci
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without the signoff of the citizens governing board." (p.526)

The governing board and the community developmentaciency'had dual veto power, and the city council (Common
Council of Detroit) would not pass on any contract or
program of model cities unless both the CDA and the
governing board had previously agreed to it. (p. 527)

Each year the governing board set the priorities forthe model cities program, set allocations for generalcomponent areas of the program, determined the specificprojects it wished to undertake, set the level of funding
for each project, and determined the project operator. Thecitizens' decisions were established and adhered to. (pp.526-29)

The city council had ultimate responsibility for the-model cities program but entrusted the decisionmaking to thecitizens' participation component. In addition, the
governing board was responsible for maintaining
communication with the model neighborhood residents.Subarea and subdivision meetings for all residents of the
community were regularly conducted during which communityneeds, desires, and problems were discussed.+1

The citizens' participation component of the Detroit
community development program consisted of five public
information meetings that were held throughout the city bythe city planning department and one public meeting held bythe city council."2 In addition, employees of the planning
department, the model cities department, and the community
and economic development department were available to anyoneseeking an appointment to discuss their opinions concerningthe new housing and community development program.

From these formal and informal sessions the city
planning department prepared the housing and community
development application, and the city council reviewed it"line by line" and made whatever input and changes itdesired. (p. 541)

All priorities included in the application, the
component areas of the program, the budget allocations, andthe projects and levels of funding were determined, in their
final form, by the planning department and the city council.
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Detroit city officials did not authorize an ongoing
citizens' participation component or organization and
provided no funds for staff, stipends, consultants, or
organizational functions. The city has indicated that such

, an ongoing citizens@ participation unit has been considered
but at the present time it remains "under development.s (p.
.560)

The effectiveness of citizens' participation, as
measured by the acceptance of citizens' recommendations by
the city council, indicates that in Detroit citizens'
participation under model cities was more effective than
under the first-year application procedures for the Housing

and Community Development Act.

Under model cities the priorities set by the citizens'
participation process were adhered to without exception.
Under the Housing and Community Development Act, citizens
did not present recommendations or priorities to the city
council but instead voiced their individual opinions at

meetings.

Measures of the effectiveness of citizens'
participation in other areas such as progv-am implementation
and program operations could not be made because citizens
have been excluded from participation in these areas under
community development.

In testtmony at the Advisory Committee's hearing,
witnesses expressed their opinions regarding the quality of
citizens' participation under the two programs. David

Nelson, assistant administrator for social planning and
-development with the Detroit model cities program and
currently on the city's staff for the housing and community
development program, told the Advisory Committee:

think it is fair to say that
citizens' participation developed under
model cities and that nothing happened
without the signoff of the citizens'
participation organization. Citizens'
priorities were established and were
adhered to. City council took the
position that they would not approve a
contract for any expenditure of model
cities funds unless there was
concurrence from the city demonstration
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agency and the citizens' participation
organization. (pp. 526, 527)

Under the Housing and Community Development Act,
.according to Mr. Nelson, the participation of citizensremained "just as high and as meaningful." However, heindicated that "the process of their involvement may havecharged somewhat." (p; 517) Regarding the effectiveness ofcitizens' participation, Mr. Nelson told the AdvisoryCommittee, IlAs you know, the guidelines on this program areminimal at best; the legislation called for adequate
citizens' participation and that is something that has beendefined differently in different plact.:s...." (p. 542)

Earl Adamaszek, who served as chairman of the citizensgoverning board, told the Advisory Committee that citizen
participation procedures under the Housing and CommunityDevelopment Act were not as effective as those used undermodel cities:

I would say that merely holding public
meetings is just a showplace. It is
totally ineffective. (p. 595)
citizens' participation is tokenism.
(p. 580) I think you need a regulation
to push the clty into some sort of
independent'geographically represented-
cittzens' participation structure.
Without that, you are just fooling
around with it. (p. 594)

FLINT-GENESEE COUNTY

The model cities program operated by Genesee County was
multijurisdictional, covering portions of the city of Flintand other townships as well. The city of Flint itself didnot operate a model cities program. However, when the
,Housing and community Development Act became effective, thecity of Flint was designated to receive the model cities
hold-harmless funds because $0 percent of the model cities'
funds had been spent in that city. Therefore, the Michigan
Advisory Committee has analyzed the citizens' participationstructure under the county's model cities program and thecitizens' participation structure under the city of Flint's
community development program.
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The citizens' partici44ation component of the Genesee
County model citis program was the Model Cities Citizens
Participation Organization. The organization was governed
by a joint council consisting of 79 members elected from the
three model neighborhood districts in the program.

The organization had an annual budget of approximately
1371,00, which included funds tor the operation of a
citizen participation training program.43 The organization
had its own staff of 13 who assiste'd in the lay-to-day
implementation of the unit's responsibilities. The
organization held regular meetings and members received
compensation tor attendance to defray certain costs such as
loss of wages.44

The authority and responsibilities of the citizens
organization includei:

(i) determnation of prioilty needs and prot'lems;

(2) determination of program priorities and selection

of specific programs;

(3) selection of the operating agencie-s to receive

funding; and

(4) approval power over all contracts and contract

amendments. It approval was not granted by the
organization, the contract would not be passed along tor

final approval.45

In dddition, the citizens organization coniucted
evaluation of ongoing programs and maintained an
organizational effort to involve additional citizens from
the model neighborhood in the decisionmaking process. (p.

320)

According to the fourth-year application from Genesee
County, "The role of the citizens participation organization
is that of the decisionmaker."6

The citizens, participation componf-nt of Flint's
application for community development,tunds consisted of
public meetings he.ld by the city council (p. 268) and the
establishment of a city-wide advisory council. The advisory
council has 25 members, 9 appointed by memi-ers of the city

council and 16 appointed by the four active citizen district
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councils in neighborhood development program areas of thecity.*7

The, advisory council has no budget, n full-time staff,no funds for the employment of independent1 consultants, andpays no compensation for attendance at me ings to defraycosts or loss of wages.

The authority and responsibility of the advisorycouncil is to "participate with the adLnixtistration indetermining the priorities which were tolbe met through theCommunity Development Block Grant fund eXpenditure."46 Thecouncil held a series of meetings and made-A 'set of
recommendations to the city council regarding the use offunds. The participation of citizens in program
implementation, monitoring, evaluation, and policymaking wasnot called for by the city council. (p. 274)

The effectiveness of citizens' participation, asMeasured by the acceptance of Citizens' recommendations,indicates that in Flint-Genesee County, citizens'
participation under model cities was more effective thanunder the first-year application procedures for the Housingand Community Development Act.

Under moiel cities all program priorities had to be
passed by the citizens before they could be implemented.Under the Housing and Community Development Act, the FlintCity Council altered the written recommendations of thecitizens adivsory council.450

Measures of the effectiveness of citizens'
participation in other areas such as program implementationand program operations could not be made because citizens
were excluded from participation in these areas under
community development.

Commenting on the effectiveness of citizens'
participation, Flint City Manager Daniel Boggan Jr., said,
"When compared to the usual focus of model cities programs,
the community development block grant procedure does notprovide the same degree of guarantees for minority
participation in the utilization of those funds."so

Gloria Grant, representing the Genesee county Model
Cities Agency, told the Advisory Committee, 'II don't think
you could beat the citizen participation mechanism that was
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used in Genesee County" ,r the model cities program. (p.

283) This participation included "planning, monitoring, and
evaluation of projects" As well as "policymaking." (p. 274)

Under the communitY development program, however, Ms.
Grant told the Advisory Committee:

It would appear that locally the "co-
optation" theory of citizens'
participation is being utilized.
Responsible citizens' participation has
not been greeted wlth enthusiasm in the

city. The citizens' participation
regulation under community development
appears to be meaningful only at the
option of local government. (p. 274)

James Wheeler, a member of the model cities citizens
participation organization and chairman of its manpower and
economic development planning group, told the Advisory
Committee, "I think what model cities has proved, if
'anything; is that it can be done. Citizens can work with
local units of government getting things done, if local
units of government are put in a position where they must
listen." (p. 352)

Mr. Wheeler went on to tell the Advisory Committee:

Model cities put cities in a position
where they had to listen to the
citizens, and when they listened,
things didn't work out too bad. It

worked out pretty good. It gave
citizens an opportunity to learn
responsibility and accountability. It
also created a lot of pride. I know,
because I have been involved in the
program for 5 years now. (p. 353)

Manuel Jones, who served as chairman of the model
cities citizens participation organization, told the
Advisory committee that under community development
citizens' participation "has been somewhat different and
very disturbing." Mr. Jones went on, "We felt that this was
a poor example of what citizens' participation should be in
our community having the experience that we have had with
model cities." (pp. 321, 323)
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['GRAND RAPIDS

The citizens' participation component of the Grand
Rapids model cities program was the Model Neighborhood
Citizens Committee. The committee was composed of 45
members, all elected from the model neighborhood areas. The
majority of the members were minorities and more than 50
percent of the members represented low-income families.
(pp. 814, 815) The committee had an annual budget of
approximately $406,000 and a full-time staff of up to 27
professional and clerical positions.51 The committee hiredits own independent consultants on certain matters, held
regularly scheduled meetings, and paid its members for loss
of wages and other expenses due to attendance at the
meetings.52

The responsibilities of the committee included
"neighborhood citizen involvement, community organization,
assistance in project evaluation, determination of program
needs, and project planning."53

The authority of the committee reached nearly every
phase of the model cities program and was characterized by
the citizens and the city alike as "an equal partnership"
between the committee and the Grand Rapids city
Commission.5* (p. 788) The committee and the city commission
were to "interpret its [model cities act] meaning to the
larger community and approve all policy decisions."55 All
components of the application of the model cities program
had to have the mutual approval of both the committee and
the city commission.56

In describing the planning process for its model cities
program, the city demonstration Agency stated, uthe last
phase of the planning process is final project approval.
Final approval at the local level is the responsibility of
the Model Neighborhood Citizens Committee and of the Grand
Rapids City Commission."57

The citizens committee was also responsible for program
evaluation and "from evaluation of projects, MNCC...decides
which programs will continue to the next action year and
what changEs will be made in them.""

Each year the city and the committee entered into a
contract which stated that the two bodies would uparticipate
as equal partners in the making of planning and
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implementation policy decisions. During thP term of this

Agreement, the enactment, modification or elimination of
any...implementation policies shall require the concurrence
of both parties...."59 The citizens also had the right of

approval ovPr the selection of the demonstration agency

director.50
Nsi4

During the final action year for model cities, 1974,
the committee and the city entered an agreement to terminate

the "equal partnership arrangement" during the transition
period from model cities to community development. This

agreement gave the city full authority over the program
following July 1, 1974, until final termination of model

cities.91

The citizens, participation component of the Grand
Rapids community development program consisted of a
community Development Task Force, made up of 21 members
appointPd by the mayor and city commissioners. The task
force was to "act in an advisory capacity to the city

commission in determining community needs and priorities."52
The task force held a series of meetings and developed a set

of recommendations that were submitted to the city

commissioners. The city planning department provided the

task force with part-time staff support and consultation.
Members of the task force were not paid for costs incurred

for attendance at meetings. (pp. 789-91)

The majority of the task force members are white (72

percent), and minorities make up approximately 28 percent of

the total. Three of the members represent families with

incomes under $10,,,C0 a year, and the remaining 85 percent
of the task force represents families with incomes over

S1C,000.63

The community development budget included $1C0,000 for

citizen participation activities during the first year of

the program. According to the application, these funds will

be used primarily for "neighborhood facilitators," who will

form task forces of existing citizens, organizations to deal

with local and city-wide problems.64

In addition to the formation of the 21-member task
force, the city held five public meetings to obtain the

views of citizens on community development. The information

from these meetings and the recommendations from the task
force were passed along to the city commission. The
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commission then made changes in the recitimendations and gavefinal approval to its housing and community development
application. (pp. 791, 792)

The effectiveness of citizens' participation, asmeasured by the city council's acceptance of citizens'
recommendations, indicates that in Grand Rapids citizens'participation under model cities was more effective thanunder the first-year application procedures for the Housingand Community Development Act. Under model cities thepriorities and programs selected for funding were mutuallyagreed upon by the city and the citizens. Under the Housingand Community Development Act, the city commissioners
altered the recommendations of the citizens task force when,according to Mayor Lyman Parks, "we did not feel they hadthe kind of priority that those we replaced them with had."(p. 801)

The citizens recommended funding a recreation centerfor $250,000. The city cut the budget by $150,000. Thecitizens reconmended funding a higher education program andpreschool program for a total of $44,000. The city did notfund either program. The citizens recommended funding acareer advancement program for $113,000. The city cut thebudget by 25 percent. The citizens recommended $22,000 tobe spent on an arts program. The city budgeted nothing.The citizens recommended spending $300,000 for curbs,gutters, and alley repairs. The city budgeted more than$400,000. In its recommendations the citizens task forcestated that, "Given the housing. employment and human needsproblems faced by many of our citizens, we could not
recommend" funding for the West River Bank Development. Thecity funded this capital improvement project for $200,000.6s

In testimony before the Michigan Advisory Committee,witnesses expressed their opinions regarding.the changes incitizens* participation between model cities and communitydevelopment. "The Housing and Community Development Act of1974 provides for a higher degree of local discretion inadministering the funds than was allowed under the Modelcities programs," said Mayor Parks. "Because of this, it ispossible that the poor and minority groups could, to a largeextent, be excluded from thp planning and operation of localcommunity development programs. Whether or not any citywould wilfully choose to take advantage of this potential isanother question indeed," Mayor Parks continued. '"Thepotential is certainly there." (p. 794)
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Wilbur Warren, a member of the model neighborhood
citizens committee, noted that the model cities program
esteblished a "hedlthy trend in American democracy; namely,
accelerated and widespread active citizen involvement in the
governmental decisionmaking process." This trend, according
to Mr. Warren, has been reversed by the Housing and
Community Development Act. "This landmark legislation does
not require citizen participation in local community
development planning, administration, or implementation, so
as to guar tee poor and minority persons in Grand Rapids
any substan ial influence or control over decisionmaking in
th eir comm ity." (p. 831) The new act has "strengthened eui th
authority and power of local governments but has left poor
and disenfranchised citizens, particularly minority
constituencies, without institutions and programs for
redress and the protection of their rights and interests."
(p.826) The citizens, according to Warren, iffind it hard to
understand the community development revenue sharing concept
whicn gives unrestricted powers to the local government,
which has historically been the least responsive to the
needs of the disadvantaged." (p. 827)

HIGHLAND PARK

The citizens' participation component of the Hignland
Park model cities program was made up of eight Neighborhood
Advisory Councils (NACs), one in each of the eight areas of
the city covered by model cities or model cities ar.d the
Neighborhood Development Program (NDP).. Each area elected
15 individuals to the neignborhood adviSory council, which
in turn selected one, two, or three individuals (depending
on the population of the area) to represent the NAc on an

-overall governing body calltA the Citizens Advisory
Committee for Future Development, Inc. (CAC). In addition
to the 17 members of the CAC chosen hy NACs the mayor of
the city appointed 8 members. (pp. 370, 371)

The CAC received an annual budget of approximately
$166,000 ani had a full-time staff ranging,from three luring
file first year to nine Ouring the final year of operation.
Both the NACs and the cAC held regular monthly meetings and
participants were reimbursed for attendance at meetings and
for such costs as loss of wages.66

According to thp model cities program application, the
CAC Was\"the central policy making body for the model cities
program,\67 and was to "administer, implement and/or
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coordinate such programs and projects as shall enable and
encourage residents of the CDA Target Area to participate in
all phases of the planning, implementation, monitoring and
evaluation of the Highland Park CDA Programs...."66

The CAC, together with the city demonstration agency,
was liresponsible for the planning, implementation,
monitoring and evaluation of CDA supplemental funded
projects."69

The cAc's authority was neither equal to nor more than
that of the city council, which maintained final
responsibility over the model cities program.70 However, the
cAC did have a form of veto power in that a letter, signed
by the chairman of the CAC, verifying that the committee had
reviewPd and approved of the action, was required before any
contract or proposal could be submitted to the mayor and
city council.11

Citizen participation in Highland Park
was established on the prealise: (1)
that citizens who are directly affected
by thP activities of the Model Cities
Program should be given an adequate
opportunity to influence decisions set
forth by-the program, (2) that citizens
should have access to technical skills
that would generate greater
effectiveness in participation in-
addition to initiating, monitoring, and
evaluating the Model Cities Program;
(3) that citizens should have adPquate
resources and supporting services to
develop and manage viable alternatives
ko meet the needs of their community;
and (4) that with this influence,
technical skill, and utilization of
available resources, the citizens
participation structure will move
effectively towards its,primary
objective which will create and
maintain channels for the expression of
significant inputs in the area-of
administration decisionmaking; and to
make residents aware of and
subsequently involved in administrative
policies and decisions thereby insuring
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that the community as a whole will
function harmoniously to arrest the

maladies of this community.72

The citizens' participation comFonent of the Highland

Park community development program is nearly identical to

that of its model cities program. Two additiolrial

neighborhood advisory councils were created in:oxder to gain

representation from all areas of the city. ThdAome
Citizens Advisory Committee was also changed, t %Citizens
District Council, and the name of Neighborhood dvi&bry

Councils Ws changed to Neighborhood Planning A qsory

Councils. The CDC is composed of 25 official men6ers, 23

,selected by MPACs and 2 representatives from the business

community appointed by the mayor. (pp. 371, 372)

Under the Housing and Community Development Act the CDC

will be budgeted at $1440190 for the first year's' operation

and will continue to maintain its full-time staff.73 Members,

of the CAC continue to receive stipends for attendance at

meetings to defray their expenses. (p. 37)

In addition to maintaining the citizens' participation

component of the model cities program, Highland Park also

conducted public meetings on tte community development act

to collect additional citizens' input.74

According to members of the citizens advisory
committee, the mayor, and the director of model cities, the

amount of citizens, input, resEonsihility and authority has

remained virtually the same under community development as

it was under model cities in Highland Park.

LANSING

The citizens, participation component of the Lansing

model cities program was the Model Cities Policy Board. The

board was comprised of 21 membo-rs--10 appointed by the

mayor, 10 elected from model neighborhoods, and 1 appointed

by the city council.75

The policy board had an annual budget of approximately

$8-8,000, of which 90 percent paid for full-time professional

and clerical staff.76
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The board held regular meetings and reimbursed
participants for loss of pay, babysitting fees, and certain
other costs.77

According to.the Lansing city code the powers and
duties of the policy board included:

(1) The Policy board shall be an
advisory council which shall advise the
city council concerning all model
cities plans, proposals, and projects.

to:

(2) The policy board shall review,
consider, and act upon all model cities
plans, proposals, and projects.

(3) The policy board shall\create and
establish those committees which the
policy board deems necessary.

(4) The policy board shall create and
establish all task forces.

(5) The policy board shall appoint one
"youth ad hoc representative," to the
policy board.711

The policy board's "task forces" were in turn empowered

...prepare specific and detailed
proposals for the expenditure of model
cities funds and shall submit such
proposals to the policy board for
review, consideration, and action.

(1) Such proposals may be conceived,
developed, and prepared by the proper
task force; or

(2) Such proposals may be conceived
and/mdeveloped by either the CDA
staff or the policy board, and then
submitted to the proper task force for
preparation; or
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(3) Such proposals may be conceived
and/or developed by or through the.city
council, and then submitted to both the
policy board and the proper task
force.79

Although the city ordinance was amended in 1973 to

allow the city council itself to design and implement model

cities programs, with or without the approval of the policy

board, this option was seldom used, and model cities

programs continued to be formulated and approved through the

policy boird's authority, with the city council giving final

approval to the board's programs. (pp. 411, 412)

The citizens' participation component of the Lansing

application for community development iunds consisted of

four public meetings held "to solicit the viewpoints and

recommendations of any citizen or organization concerning

priority objectives"99 a questionnaire survey (see survey

results in table 1)0 and a public meeting by the city

council to make a final review of the application. In

addition, the city considered its solicitation of bids to

run various programs a form of citizens' participation and

considered the technical planning committee (the city-

employed department heads who formally prepared the

application) to represent citizens' participation.61

The citizens' participation component had no organized

structure, no budget, no staff or independent consultants,

no regular meetings, and no reimbursement to defray costs

for meeting attendance.

The city of Lansing has approved of an ongoing

citizens' participation plan for future applications. A

total of three groups have been established under this plan

including an eight-member Housing and Redevelopment Board,

all appointed by the mayor; an eight-member Human Resources

Boari, all appointed by the mayor; and four Citizens

District councils, one in each target area of the city.

Each of the councils will have 15 members, 10 elected and 5

appointed by the mayor.92

The powers and responsibilities of the two eight-member

boards will be to advise their respective city departments,

human resources and housino and redevelopment. "These

boards will make program r commendations to the planning

board prior to the preparation of the annual [community
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TABLE 1

Citizen's Preferences
(from public hearings and mail-ins)

Rank Objective rAtntiel

1 #3 - health, life, property 1343

2 #1 - structural conditions 1327

3 #2 - community services and.facilities 1300

4 #5 - housing
1031

5 #6 - land and natural resources 986

6

7

8

#4 - community economy 881

#7 - isolation of income groups 757

#8 - historic preservation 492

1Point values were derived by multiplying the number of responses
under each rating for each objective by the reverse order value; e.g.

Objective #1 = 54 responses for first priority
x 8 = 432

Objective #1 = 47 responses for second priority
x 7 - 329

The points for each objective are totaled to obtain point value.

Source: Lansing, Mich., Technical Planning Committee, Interoffice
Communication, Nov. 21, 1974.
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development] plan, in accordance with Chapter 2A Code of

Ordinance, City of Lansing.3

The powers and authority of the citizens district

councils and their coordinating council are spelled out in a

city resolution passed on March 17, 1975:

The District and Coordinating Councils
shall be advisory to each department
responsible for planning and
implementing Community Development
programs. They shall be given the
opportunity to review and comment on
all plans and proposals. They shall
make recommendations to the board of
each department directly responsible
for Community Development activities."

In addition, the city will hold public hearing(s) "to

review the ongoing program, to solicit comments from

citizens as to the effectivness of projects, and the need to

design projects to meet other community needs" each year

prior to the preparation of the annual plan.'" The intent of

the citizens' participation process, according to the city

resolution, is to accomplish three basic objectives:

(1) That citizens have input into the
annual CD plan and its amendments or

revisions;

(2) That citizens are provided
information regarding the amount of
funds available, the range of eligible
activities, the progress of

implementing activities, and other
important program information;

(3) That citizens directly affected by

CD activities have the opportunity to .

articulate needs, express preferences
about project activities, assist in the
selection of priorities and assist in
the development of a detailed plan in
the neighborhood development areas.'"

The effectiveness of citizens' participation, as

measured by the acceptance of citizens' recommendations by
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the city council, indicates that in Lansing citImenslparticipation under model cities was more effective than
under the first-year application procedure for the Housingand Community Development Act. Under model cities.the
priorities were set by the policy board, and the programs
were designed by the board itself to fulfill the prioritiesit had set. The city council then gave final approval tothe work of the board.

Under the Housing and Cemmunity Development Act thecity tabulated citizens' opinions regarding general"objectives" such as "community economy," "isolation of ,income gropps," and "health, life, property," as their meansof establishing citizens priorities (see table 1). The citycouncil then adopted its own ranking, which, according toRalph Cascarilla, acting community development director,
came "close" to the citizens' ranking."

citizens were not included in the determination ofactual projects or program areas, and the final funding
levels (see section IV) have no correlation with the
citizens' priority ranking of objectives.

Measures of the effectiveness of citizens'
participation in other areas such as program implementationand program operations could not be made because citizenshave been entirely excluded from participation in these
areas under community development.

In testimony before the Michigan Advisory Committee,
witnesses expressed their opinions regarding citizens'
participation under both model cities and the Housing and
Community Development Act. Mayor Gerald W. Graves concludedthat under model cities, "We're talking about so-called
citizens' participation, which in fact was not citizens'
participation." (p. 424) According to the mayor, the members
of the policy board did not constitute citizens'
participation because in some instances very few people
participated in the elections held to select board members.(p. 424) The mayor told the Michigan Advisory Committee that
the selection method used under the community development
program, appointment by the mayor, would result in better
representation for the citizens of the city on the citizens
participation boards. (pp. 487, 488)

Eugene Loyd, who served as president of the Lansing
Model Cities Policy Board, told the Advisory Committee,
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"Ftom the outset, the citizens were formulating all the

programs that were to be funded under model cities." (pi.

411) Under community development, however, citizens'

participation changed, according to Mr. Loyd: "I would say

that in reading the Housing and Community Development Act I

feel that citizens' participation is very ambiguous.

Congress should clarify whether they really meant for

citizens' participation to be a part of community
development or not." (p. 402)

Harry Smith, a member of the model cities policy board,

told the Advisory Committee that under community
development, "there was virtually no citizens' participation

in the development of the application itself." (p. 414)

SAGINAW

The citizens' participation component of the Saginaw

model cities program was the Model Cities Policy Board.

Approximately one-half of the board members were elected,

and the remaining members were appointed by either the mayor

or erected as representatives of various organizations and

agencies in the city. Most of the board members were

minorities, and about 25 percent were economically poor.

(p. 6761

The policy board functioned with a budget of $130,000 a

year during its first 3 years of operation and had six full-

time staff members to assist the board in carryiLg out its

authority and responsibilities.se

The policy board had regular monthly meetings and paid

stipends to its members who attended meetings in order to

defray such costs' as babysitting and travel expenses.69

During the third year of the programythe role and

responsibility of the model cities policy board I-as defined

in a ".0emorandum of Agreement Between Model Cities Policy

Board and City council ,of Saginaw" as "the organizational

structure which has been identified to provide for citizen

input into the local program." The memorandum went on to

state that the board was "an advisory body in an ongoing

process of ritiv?n interaction with local government in the

devPlopment policies, plans and programs and,in the carrying

out of these programs."90
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The policy board was given authority and responsibklityover 11 major areas:

(1) Be responsible for presenting the
viewpoints of model neighborhood
residents to the fullest extent
possible in all phases of the Model
Cities program.

(2) Provide an opportunity for those
who live and work in the Model Cities
area to identify problems, issues, ,

goals, and priorities as they perceive
them.

(3) Enable citizens to examine and
comment on the inter-relationships of
programs affecting the neighborhood, to
identify where a lack of
coordination/communication creates gaps
in delivery,_inconsistent approaches,
or counter effects between different
program activities.

(4) Identity appropriate planning
committees to consider all project
proposals who in turn will make
recommendations to the policy board.

(5) make recommendations on program
priorities that best speak to
alleviating model neighborhood priority
problems.

(6) Through the.policy board chairman
or his designated representatives,
participate in the presentation of the
Model Cities Action Year Plan to City
Council.

(7) Complete all Action Year Plan
development activities consistent with
a timetable to be developed by thP City
Demonstration Agency.

(8) Designate three (3) representatives
to Model Cities Liaison Committee.
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A.

(9) Develop and ievaluate project
proposals and projects designed to
speak to the viewpoints of model
neighborhood residents.

(10) Make project recommendations for
re-programmed funds.

(11) Review monthly financial reports
for all Model Cities projects.91

The memorandum of agreement stated that the ultimate

responsibility and authority for the model cities program

remained with the officials of local government but that

"model neighborhood citizensprust) participate and be fully

involved in policymaking, planning, and the carrying out of

all program elements."92

The citizens' participation component of eaginaw'S

community_development applicaeion consisted of a series of

public meetings convened by the city and the distribution of

a questionnaire asking for opinions on the city's housing

and urban development needs.. P. total of seven meetings were

held at which 226 people were in attendance. The purpose of

the meetings was twofold: to provide information on the

block grant proposal and to gain citizen input.93

A total of 666 questionnaires were returned, and many

included written comments and responses in addition to the

printed questions.99

The information provided by citizens was then

"channeled to the community develoFient staff" who

summarized the results-in a memorandum that was provided to

the city manager and the city council.95

The city limited citizens' participation to the

development of the "needs" portions of the city's

applicaticn. Citizens were not involved in carrying out any

programs under the new act or in monitoring, letting

contracts, or decisions concerning the actual programs that

were funded.96 citizen input into the application was cut

off as'of a certain date, at tehich point the city began its

full process of writing an application for funds. According

to the director of community development, "Questionnaires,

letters, phone calls and visits from citizens were accepted
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until January 1, 1975, at which time staff effort in
preparing .the actual application was intensified."97

The effectiveness'of citizens' participation, as
measured by the city council's acceptance of citizens'
recommendations, indicates that in Saginaw the citizen
participation under model cities was more effective thanunder the first-year application tor housing and community
development funds. According to Donald Scott, who served aschairman of the Saginaw Model Citiesjolicy Board, the boardhad achieved a "kind of a partnership with the.city" throughwhich the model cities program submitted by the city
reflected the priorities singled out by the citizens
regarding the community's needs." (p. 664)

The program priorities included in the Housing and
Community Development Act application, however, do not
reflect the priorities determined by .the citizen
participation component. Social, economic, welfare, and
planning projects previously provided through the model
cities program were determined to be the top priority
expressed by citizens.9" In its application, however, thecity council reduced tile amount of money allotted to.such
programs from its previous funding under model citieS by
approximately 6 percent (see section IV). (pp. 606)

Housing and housing-related programs, the second
priority expressed through the citizens' participation
component, were also reduced from previous funding levels
during the years 1968-72. (pp. 605, 606) The citizens'
third priority for spending, renewal of the downtown
business district, was also reduced from its funding levelprior to enactment pf the community development act (pp.605, 606). The lowest priority item expressed through the
citizens' participation process was for parks, recreation,
and open space. The city council increased the amount of
money spent on thee-e programs more than 700 percent from
tteir prior funding levels. (pp. 605-09)

Measures of the effectiveness of citizens'
pareicipation in other areas such as program implementation
and program operations could not be made because citizens
have been entirely excluded from participation in these
areas under community development.

In testimony Lefore the Michigan Advisory Committee,
Terry Pruitt, model cities director, commented on the
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differences in citizen participation under the two laws.

"There is a definite Shift in the citizen participation

requirements from model cities to community development. I

don't think they (the new requirements] are as stringent,

and I don't think they allow for the kinds of activities and

functions that were part of the model cities program. (p.

.642) Not only are they vague, but it appears that they serve

to minimize citizens' influence and citizens' input into the

decisionmaking process. (p. 640)

fiThe cities ar0 the mayors and the managers and the

local public officials all across the country lobbied very

hard for this piece of legislation (the 11CD act] and lobbied

very hard to minimize the role of citizens in the

decisionmaking process, Mr. Pruitt added HI think--at

least it's my opinionthat there was a deliberate attempt

to get out from under the gun of citizens' participation.fl

(pp. 647, 648)

Donald Scott, chairman of the model cities citizens

participation unit, told the Advisory Committee, HI don't

know if it's unusual, but participation [in Saginawj went

from a situation in which there was citizen control, to one

in which there was manipulation [of citizens]. (p. 664)

After completion of its first-year application for

community development funds, the City Council of Saginaw

passed an ordinance creating the Saginaw Human Planning

Commission, which was given the purpoce of providing

fieffective citizen participation, in an advisory capacity

only, to aid the city council in solving the social and

phySical problems of the city.fi99

The commission was given duties and powers to

fiestablish program priorities by direct communication with

citizens in the xespective neighborhood districts. The

commission shall have authority to plan and research social

programs and review and recommend programs and action

proposed by others in the area of social programming

proposed for the city.100 The ordinance specifically

prevented the commission from establishing Han executive

committee, steering committee or any regional committee.101

The members of the commission are all appointed by the

city council, one from each elementary school district

throughout the city. The commission has no regular budget

and no regular staff. However, staff assistance may be
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provided to the cordmission at the discretion of the heal of
the city's communitx development department.102

The ordinance was to take effect February 27, 1975, but
as of June 17, 1975, no appointments had been made to the
commission, and thus its racial and economical makeup had
not been determined. (p. 659)

HUD COMMENTS ON CITIZENS' PARTICIPATION

Representatives' of the U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development testified before the Michigan Advisory
Committee to the U.S. Commissicn on"Civil sights regarding
the lifferences in citizens' participation between model
cities ani community development and the possible impact of
those differences.

Thomas Hiciginbothan, director of compliance and
enforcement in the Chicago Regional Office of Equal
Ov,portunity, t.old the Advisory Committee that, although
ci,rtain equal opportunity provisions-of the community
development law were improved, other provisions, such as
ttose-governing Citizens' participation, had become "more
rectrictive." (p. 732) Mr. Higginbothan went on to tell the
Advisory CommitteP, "There is no question in my mind that as
tar as residents of an old model cities neighborhood are
concerned, thpir role [in\citizen particiption] is less
sharply lefined [under comuil;nity development]." (g. 733)

Ruth Feathertone, director of the equal opportunity
dlvision of the Detroit Area Office of HUD, told the
Advieory Committee that the new act has done little to
improve citizens' participation. "1 don't think the new act
has either increased the opportunity tor citi,,ens°
part.icipation or decreased it. think that'it's up to
community groups." (p. 742)

Ms. Featherstone went on to tell the Advisory
committee, however, that the opportunity for cities to
seriously cut back citizPns, participation was now present.
"1 *hink that the [community development] regulations are
wri`ten in such a way that citizen participation can be
maxamized or minimizel or whatPver.... Citizen
participation could bP. diluted, but not necessarily." (p.
743)'Accordinq to Ms. Featherstone, the act and regulations
placed thP burdPn of providing adeguate.citizen
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participation not upon HUD, nor upon the cities receiving
tunas, but uponithe citizens themselves. (p. 745)

CITIZENS* PARTICIPATION SUMMARY

Model cities and community development legislation both

reauire citizens* participati(xi in some form. Model cities

called for participation in every aspect ot the program

while community development riquires citizens* input only

during the application proc;?ss. Model cities called for
',widespread*, activities while obmmunity development
specifies certain minimal activities that will suffice as

adequate participation. Community development legislation

inclules specific language stipulating that citizens'
participation cannot interfere yith the authority and

rpJnlihility of local government in operating the program.

Model cities included no such specific language.

rile regulations passed by the U.S. Department of

Housing ani Urt)an Development regarding these acts are quite

,iifterent. Community development regulations are limited to

t-h(, narrow activity of.participation in the application

procss. Those promulate,i for model cities call for
dctivity in areas of policymaking, pr(:,gram selection,

...valuation, and implementation.

Not only is the scopi- of citizens* participation quite

br,rween the two proarams but the typ4 of

participation is alro ,litferent. Model cities rquired the

-:Istahiishm(-2.nt ot an organizei unit to represent formally
particirlation, wirh tt:e further requirement that

citiz&ne7 making up that unit be accepted by
ncighborl:oo,i roidents as representing tLeir interests.

Furtner, molel cities requireA that financial assistance be

rF? available if financial proi)lems stood in the way of

activE. cit17.ens1 particiL,ation.

The community development regulationE do not rquire an
orqanized citizenf;# unit, nor do they require that th,-

citiv.,n participants be accptcd Ly neighborhooci residents

as r,?presenting their interests. Further, the community
devl,)pment regulations makc, no provision for financial
assistance to ovrcome financial barriers to active

ciriz?nsl participation. Nothing in tLe comnunity
dPvc:lopment act nrohibits ATM from establisLinq such

rquirements.
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In addition to changes in the scope of citizon0
participation and the type of participation, there are
differences between the two acts regarding the philosophy of
citizens' participation. Model cities reaUlations detail
certain HUD philosophies, including a commitment to the
"shari. of power" between citizens and city councils, a
belief at improving the quality of life for low-income
residents c n be accomplished only through the affirmative
action of those residents-themselves, and a recognition that
traditional acts of citizens' participation, such as
attendance at a-public meeting, are often ineffective.
Regulations governing the community development act include
no such commitments, philosophies, or beliefs.

The differences.in legislation and regulation have
sLown a corresponding difference in actual implementation.
Most cities cut citizens out of the decisionmaking,process
ir all areas except che application process. Many cities
did away with organized units representing citizenst-
participation. Nearly all those who retained organized
units did away with the representative nature of the
mcralbtship. making them appointed positions rather than
-,lcted as they had been. under model cities. Nearly every
city did away with financial assistance to individuals who
could not actively participate because of financial
bairirs.

Under community development the number and percentage
of low-income and minority individuals on citizens advisory
boards have been reduced. In only one city did the number
acl perc,bntage remain relatively equal.

Citizens and city officials who testified before the
Michigandvisory Committee overwhelmingly agreed that
citizens' participation under model Cities had made great
strides toward effective citizens' input into the
decisionmaking process. In only one city did the mayor
speak negatively regarding moeiel cities citizens'
participation.

On the other nand, however, citizens who testified were
n(,arly unanimous in their opinior, that the community
development act had reduced citizens' participation from its
previous level under model 7.ities. city officials gave
mixel opinions, but nearly all conceded that the new
legislation had provided cities with an opportunity to cut
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citizens out of the decisionmakinq process if they desired

to da so.

CITIZENS' PARTICIPATION i'INDINGS

1. The Michigan Advisory Committee to the U.S.

COmmission on Civil Rights finds that the Housing and

Community Development Act of 1974 has reduced requirements

for the participation of low-income and minority individuals

in the communities' decIsionmaking process as compared to

the citizens' participation requirements provided under the

Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan Development Act of

1966 (model cities).

The 1974 act has veduced the scope of
citizen involvement from "all elements of the
program," as it had been under model cities,
to the very narrow area of ',the application

process."

The minimum requirements for citizens'
participation spelled out in the community
development act are, in many instances, far

below the actual achievements reached in some

Aodel cities programs and can be used by
ci46ies as justification for a reduction in
the role of citizens in the decisionmaking
process.

The communitr levelopment act has provided
cities with further justification for
reducing citizens' participation with the
inclusion of language specifying that
citizens' participation shall not interfere

with or restrict the applicants'
responsibility or authority over the

community development program.

2. The %lichigan AdviSory Committee finds that the

regulations and guidelines promulgated by the U.S.

Department of Housing and Urban Development to implement the

two acts have significantly reduced both the quality and

quantity of citizens' participation to be provided by each

applicant.

In 1970 HUD officially recognized that
"traditional acts of participationvoting,
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attendance at meetings, letters tO
Congressmenare frequently ineffective ..."
and that "new forms of collaborative
relationship...new means for participation in
the decisionmaking process, need to be
developed." HUD regulations regardifig the
1974 act not only officially recognize the
traditional public meeting as an acceptable
irlans of citizen participation but, in fact,
require such.meetings in order to qualify for
funding.

In 1967 HUD. officially recognized that
"impeoving the quality of life of the low-
income residents..can be accomplished only
by the affirmative action of the people
themselves." This includes, according to HUD,
"the means for the model neighborhoodss
citizens 'to participate and be fully involved
in policymaking, plaw4ing and the execution
of all program elements." The HUD regulations
reaarding the 1974 act speak only to the
participation of citizens in the application
process. The recognized necessity of full
involvement in the implementation of all
program elements has been discarded hy HUD,
even though the act did not require the
department to do so.

In 1967 HUD officially recognized the
necessity of "some form of organizational
structure...whtTh embodies neighborhood
residents in the process of policy and
program planning and program implementation
and operation." The HuD regulations for the
1c474 act recognize no such need and do'not
include 4 requirement for such an
organizational structure.

In 1967 HUD recognized that the leadership
of the abov-?-mentioned organizational
structure "must consist of persons whom
neighborhood residents accept as representing
their_inter.?sts." The regulations tor the
1974 aef lo not recognize the need for
"elriz,?n participants" to be persolis whom
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neighborhood residents accept as representing

their interests.

.1n 1967 HUD recognized that "where financial
problems are a barrier to effective
participation [by the poor], financial
assistance should be extended to neighborhood
residents to assure their opportunity to
participate." The 1974 regulations neither
recognize this need nor require its solution.

liThe Housing and Community Development Act of

1974 does not prohibit HUD from continuing
these regulatiens under the new act.

3. The Michigan Advisory Committee finds that, in

actual practice, most of michigan's model cities have

reduced the quality and quantity of citizen participation

under the Housing and Community Development Act from prior

levels under model cities. Of the nine communities with

model cities programs (Benton Harbor and Benton Township

have here been counted separately), six discontinued funding

for citizens' participation activities under the new

community development legislation.

Of the nine communities, only two continue

to provide financial assistance for the poor

to participate in citizens' participation
procedures.

Of the nine communities, only one continues
to allow citizens to vote for their citizens'
representatives on advisory boards. The

remaining seven communities that have such
advisory boards determine membership through
appointment by mayors and city councils. One

city, Detroit, has provided for no formal
citizens' participation body.

*of the nine communities, only two continue

citizens' involvement in the implementation
of the community development program. The

remaining seven communities limit citizens'
participation to the application process.



of the nine comunities, only two have
allocated funds to pay for staffing of
citizens' participation operations.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. The Michigan Advisory Committee to the U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights recommends that each of
Michigan's nine model cities communities amend their
community development citizens' participation procedures to:

(a) provide the mechanism for citizens to be fully
involved in the policymaking, planning, execution, and
implementation of all program elements;

(b) provide a form of organizational structure thatincludes low-income neighborhood residents in the process ofpolicy and program planning and program implementation and
operation, and a procedure that ensures that the leadershipof that organizational structure consists of persons whom
neighborhood residents accept as representing their
interests. The Advisory Committee suggests the neighborhood
electoral process as means of accomplishing this end; and

(0: provide financial assistance to low-income
-neighborhood residents where financial problems are a
barrier to effective citizens' participation.

2. The Michigan Advisory Committee to the U.S.
Commission on civil Rights recommends that the Secretary of
the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development review
and reaffirm its conclusions concerning the quality and
'4u.antity of citizens' participation as described in HUD
Technical Assistance Bulletin No. 3, CDA Letter Number 3*
and the HUD handbook. "Workable Program for Community
Improvement." The Advisory Committee recommends that the
rules and regulations published by HUD regarding communitydevEdopment block grants. Title 24* Parts 570.30 (e) (2) and

0.900 (d)* be amended to include the basic citizens'
participation requirements included in these three HUD
documents. In aidition* the Advisory Committee recommendsthat Hup publish a technical assistance bulletin that fullyreviews and reaffirms the citizens' partici,4- on philosophyand minimal requirements as described in ee
docum-ants.
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' 3. The Michigan AdviSory Committee to the U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights recommends that the'U.S. Congress

amend the citizens' participation section of the Housing and

Community Development Act of 1974, section 104 (a) (6)(C) to

read: "provide low-income citizens an adequate opportunity

to participate in the development of the application Ancl the

implementagon of the program inciudjp the planning.
pogcymatins anrexecution of all program elemente or
equivalent language to restore the HUD-recognizcd necessity

for full participation of low-income citizens in the entire

scope of the program.

The Michigan Advisory Committee recommends that, in

addition to the statement, "no part of this paragraph shall

be construed to restrict the responsibility and authority of

the applicant for the development-of the application and the

execution of its community development program," the
Congress add language to section 104 (a) (6)(c) to the

effect that, "no part of this paragraph shall be construed

to limit the use of citizens' participation procedares

employed under previous Federal programs providing such

procedures are not in violation of applicable sections of

this Act."

Further, the Advisory committee recommends that the

U.S. Congress amend the introductory language of section 104

(a) (6) to read: "provides widespread citizens participation
including but not limited to a process which has...."

59



NOTES Tool! SECTION Itt

142 U.S.C. 03303 (0(2) (1970).

242 U.S.C.A. 05304 (a) (6) (1975).

342 U.S.C.A. 05305 (a) (13) (1975).

*Ibid.

5U.S., Department of Housing and Urban Development,
Technical Assistance Bulletin No. 3 (1968), pp. 5, 17.

*Ibid. )

739 Fed. Reg. 40156 (1974).

*39 Fed. Reg. 40136 (1974).

North City Area-Wide Council, Inc. v. Romney, 456 F. 2d
811, (3rd Cir. 1972) cert. denied, 406 U.S. 963 (hereafter
cited as North City v. Rolatx).

I0Ibid.

11Bouchard v. Washington, 356 F. Supp. 223 (D.C. D.C. 1973).

12Rodriguez v. Parcelo, 358 F. Supp. 43 (D. Puerto Rico
1973).

13Coalition for United Community 'Action v. Romney, 316 F.
Supp. 742 (N.D. 111. 1970).

14E2= city V. azaratx-

13Ann Arbor, Mich., Ordinance 42-73, Oct. 29, 1973, amending
code 01:234(2) ch. 9, title I.

16Ann Arbor,
(1972-1973),

Mich., City Council, Epcond Year Action Plan.
p. 58 (hereafter cited as Action Plan).

17Ibid., Pp. 58. 59-

t*Ibid., p. 57.

t*Ibid. p. 90.

60



acIbid., pp. 87, 88.
'

a'Page numbers in parentheses cited here and hereafter in

text refer to statements made to tbe Michigan Advisory

Committee at its open meeting in Lansing, Mich., June 26-27,

1975, as recorded in the transcript of that meeting. The

transcript is on file with the U.S. Commission on Civil

Rights, 'Washington, D.C., and with the Commission's

Midwestern Regional Office, Chicago, Ill.

22Ann Arbor, Model Cities Policy Board, "Reimbursement

Policy for Citizens Participation" (undated), p. 1.

23Action Plan, pp. 63, 132,

24Ann Arbor, Mich., Community Planning and Management

Department, Citizens Participation for Community Development

Revenue Sharing Funds (1975), appendix Ey p. 27 (hereafter

cited as Citizens Participation).

251bid. pp. 4, 8.

.6Ibid., p. 10.

27 Theodor, Beals, former member of Model Cities Policy

Board, interview in Ann Arbor( Mich., June 12, 1975.

"Citizens Participation, p. 23.

29Theodore Beals, written testimony submitted to Michigan

Advisory Committee to the U.S. Commission on civil Rights,

June 26, 1975.

30Benton Harbor-Benton Township, Mich., Model cities Program,

Action Year III (1973), p. 302-1.

alIhid. p. 302-2.

32Ibid., pp. 30272, 301-3.

33benton Harbor-Benton Township, -Mich., Aqreement for

Rftltailti211 of Activities Under HUD Grant No. MP 21-008

(1975), pp. 2, 3, 6.

34Melvin Farmer, deputy city manager of Benton Harbor and

model cities director, telephone interview, Aug. 22, 1975,

61

6.4

1



31Benton Harbor, Mich., City Commission, Cltizens
Participation Charter for Community, Development Citizen's
Advisory Board (1975), Article I.

3shartin J. Lane, Benton Township supervisor, written
statement submitted to the Michigan Advisory Committee tothe U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, June 26, 1975.

34Georgia R. Brown, director, Detroit Model Neighborhood
Department, letter v, Jo-Ann Terry, chairpersan, Michigan
Advisory Committee, June 19, 1975.

3,Ibid.

"Ibid.

42Ibid.

3Genewe County, Mich., County. Commissioners, Model Cities
Program amitinina Plan (1973), p. PB-5 (hereafter cited as
Continuing Plan).

',Genesee County Model cities Citizens Participation
Organization, Dr-Laws (undated), pp. 6, 7.

45James C. Wheeler, member, Genesee County Model Cities
Citizens Participation Organization, written testimony
submitted to Michigan Advisory committee to the U.S.
commission on Civil Rights, June 26, 1975.

4bContinuing Plan, p. EP-16.

'7Ddniel Boggan Jr., Flint city manager, letter to U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights, Aug. 1, 1975.

',Ibid.
"'Ibid.
50Ibid.

62

7 0



ssGrand Rapids, Kich., City Commission, !Wel, Cities

Year Plan (1973), pp. VII -1, XII -9 (hereafter cited o-el-Third

Year Plan).

sIbid., p. VII-4.

sIbid., p. V-1.

s'Ibid., p. I-4.

ssGrand Rapids, Mich., City Commission, Model Cities Second

Year Plan (1972), pp. IV-2, 3 (hereafter cited air Second

Year plan).

6Third Year Plan, p. I-4.

117Second Year Plan, pp. V-8, 9.

ssIbid. p. V-12.

ssGrand Rapids, Mich., City Commission, Agreement, January

1974, between City and Model Neighborhood Citizens

Committee, Inc., section 2-C-3.

ssIbid. section 2-C-7.

61Grand Rapids, Mich., City Commission, Agreement, July

1974, between City and Model Neighborhood Citizens

Committee, Inc., section 2-C-9.

s2Grand Rapids, Mich. , City Commission, Resolution 275040

passed Nov. 12, 1974.

3Grand Rapids, Press, June 16, 1975, p. 1.

s'Grand Rapids, Mich., City Commission, Application for

Federal Assistance Conmunity REK,2122mtat Block Grant program

(1975), p. 8, Community Development Program Section.

6sIbid. pp. 1-8, Community Development Program Section.

Also see: Grand Rapids, Mich., Community Development Task

Force, Report. (January 1975), Part A.

66 Highland Park, Mich., City Council, Model Cities
Amendatory Final Action Year (1974), pp. 62-65.

67Ibid., p. 66.

63



*Highland Park,.Mich.. City COuncil, Model Cities ProgramFifth Year and Transitilon (1974), ScoprnigraTTAWS, section
A. (hereafter cited as Fifth Year).

**Ibid. section B (1).

70Highland Park, Mich., City Council, Final Action Year Plan
(1973), p. 4.5 (hereafter cited as Final Plan).

71Fifth Year, section B(4).

TzFinal Plan, pp. 4.1, 4.2.

73Highland Paik, Mich., City Council, Application Community
Development Block Grant Program (1975), p. 2 of Budget Form
- Supporting Information.

74Paul Woods, director of Highland Park mOdel cities,
interview in Highland Park, June 11, 1975.

75Gerald W. Graves, Mayor of Lansing, Mich., letter to City
Council, Model Cities Policy Board and Citizens, July 14,1969.

76Lansing, Mich., city Council, th Year Application (1974),
pages following p. 186 unpaginated.

77Lansing, Mich. , City Council, Ordinance Number 335, July30, 1973.

7*Ibid.

7*Ibid.

80Ralph Cascarilla director of Lansing Community
Development Office, statement submitted to Michigan Advisory
Committee to the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, June 26,
1975 (hereafter.cited as Cascarilia).

82Lansing, Mich., City Council., Procedures to Xmplement
Citizens Participation ProceF ; for Communiti Development(1975), p. 1.

a3Ihid., p. 2.

64



44Ibid., p. 3

isIbid. p. 1.

p. 1.

417Cascarilla.

4aSagin.aw, Mich., City Council, Model Cities Program (1974),

pp. 14, 101.

',Ibid., p. 15.

90Saginaw, Mich., City Council, Memorandum of Agreement,

Between Model Cities Policy Board and City Council of

Saginaw (1974) , pp. 1, 2.

91Ibid., p. 2.

92Ibid. p. 3.

93Saginaw, Mich., Department of Community Development,

Detailed Analysis: Citizens Participation in Preparing the

gityls gammily Development, Block Grant Application (1975),

pp. 1, 2, 12 (hereafter cited as pptailed Analysis).

94Ibid., p. 7.

95Boward G. Sheltraw director of community development,

memorandum to city manager. Jan. 3, 1975, p. 1.

961bid., p. 1.

97Detailed Analysis, p. 3.

ceIbid., p. 4

99Saginaw, Mich. , Ordinance D-1135, Feb. 17, 1975.

100Ibid.

losIbid.

102Ibil,

65



IV. PROGRAMMING DRCISIONS'

Legislative Differences

Program and project selection under both model citiesand community development has been governed by specificstipulations written in the acts. Each act deftnes thepurpose to which the program must be aimed and each definesthe eligibility requirements necessary for a program toreceive funding.

The purposes of the model cities act were to:

provide additional financial and
technical assistance to enable cities
of all sizes (etth equal regard to the
problems of small-as well as large
cities) to plan, developr, apd carry out
locally prepared and scheduled
comprehensive city demonstration
programs containing new and ilaginative
proposals to rebuild or revitalize
large slum and blighted areas; to
expand housing, job, and income
opportunities; to reduce dependence on
welfare payments; to improve
educational facilities and programs; to
combat disease and ill health; to
reduce the incidence of crime and
delinquency; to enhance recreational
and cultural opportunities; to
establish better access between homes
and jobs; and generally to improve
living conditions for the people who
live in such areas, and to accomplish
these objectives through the most
effective and economical concentration
and coordination of Federal, state, and
local public and private efforts to
improve the quality of urban life.1

Programs and projects were eligible for model citiesfunding only if:

(1) physical and Social problems in the
area of the city covered by the program
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are such that a comprehensive city
demonstration program is necessary to
carry out the policy of the congress as
expressed in section 3301 of this
title;

(2) the program is of sufficient
magnitude to make a substantial impact
on the physical and social problems and
to remove or arrest blight and decay in
entire sections or neighborhoods; to
contribute to the sound development of
the entire city; to make marked
progress in reducing-social and
educational disadvantages, ill healtN
underemployment, and enforced idleness;
and to provide educational, health, and
social services necessary to serve the
poor and disadvantaged in the area,
widespread citizen participation in the
program, maximum opportunities for
employing residents of the area in all
phases of the program, and enlarged
opportunities for work and training;

(3) the program, including rebuilding
or restoration, will contribute to a
weil-balanced City with a substantial
increase in the supply of standard
housing of low and moderate cost,
maximum opportunities in the choice of
housing accommodations for all citizens
of all income levels, adequate public
facilities (including those needed for
education, health and social services,
transportation, and recreation),
commercial facilities adequate to serve
the resident_al areas, and ease of

acces between the residential areas
and centers of employment;

(4) the various projects and activities
to be undertaken in connection with
such programs are scheduled to be
initiated within a reasonably short
period of time; adequate local
resources are, or will be, available
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for the completign of the program as
scheduled, and, in the carrying out of
the program, the fullest utilization
possible, will be made of private
initiative and enterprise;
administrative machinery is available
at the local levellor carrying out of
the program on a consolidated and
coordinated basis; substantive local
laws, regulations, and other
requirements are, or can be expected to
be, consistent with the objectives of
the program; there exists a relocation
plan meeting the requirements of the
regulations referred to in section 3307
of this title; the local governing body
has approved the program and, where
appropriate, applications for
assistance under the program; agencies
whose cooperation is necessary to the
success of the program have indicated
their intent to furnish such
cooperation; the program is consistent
with comprehensive planning for the
entire urban or metropolitan area; and
the locality will maintain, during the
period an approved comprehensive city
demonstration program is being carried
out, a level of aggregate expenditares
for activities similar to those being
assisted under this subchapter which is
not less than the level of aggregate
expenditures for such activities prior
to initiation of the comprehensive city
demonstration program; and

(5) the program meets such additional
requirements as the Secretary may
establish to carry out the purposes of
this subchapter: Provided, that the
authority of the Secretary under this
paragraph shall not be used to impose
criteria or establish requirements
except those which are related and
essential to the specific provisions of
this subchaoter.2
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The purpose of the Housing and Community Development
Act is:

the development of viable urban
communities, by providing decent
housing-and a:.suitable living
environment and expanding economic
opportunities, principally for persons
of low and moderate income. 'ConSistent
with this primary objective, the

--
Federal assistance provided in this
title is for the support of community
development activities which are
directed toward the following specific
objectives-
(1) the elimination of slums and blight
and the prevention of blighting
influences and the deterioration of
poverty and neighborhood and community
facilities of importance to the welfare
of the community, principally persons
of low and moderate income;
(2) the elimination of conditions which
are detrimental to health, safety, and
public welfare, through code
enforcement, demolition, interim
rehabilitation assistance, and related
activities;
(3) the conservation and expansion of
the Nation's hoasing stock in order to
provide a decent howe and a suitable
living environment tor all persons, but
principally those of low and moderate
income;
(4) the expansion and improvement of
the quantity and quality of services,
principally for persons of low and
moderate income, which are eysential
for sound community development Od for
the development of viable urb,u1

communities;
(5) a more rational utilizatio,1 Of land
and other natural resources and (the

better arrangement of residential,
commercial, industrial', recreational,
and other needed activity centevs;
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(6) the reduction of the isolation of
income aroups within communities and
geographical areas and the promotion of
an increase in the diversity and
vitality of neighborhoods through the
spatial deconcentration of housing
opportunities for persons of lower
income and the revitalization of
deteriorating or deteriorated
neighborhoods to attract persons of
higher income; and
(7) the restoration and preservation of
properties of special value for
historic, architectural, or esthetic
reasons.3

Applications are eligible for funding only if they
include a program designed to:

(A) eliminate or prevent slums, blight, and
deterioration where such conditions or needs
exist; and
(B) provide improved community facilities and
public improvements, including the provision of
supporting health, social, and similar services
where necessary and appropriate;....

In addition the program must:

give maximum feasible priority to
activities which will benefit low- or
moderate-income families or aid in the
prevention or elimination of slums or
blight. The secretary may also approve,
an application describing activities
which the applicant certifies and the
Secretary determines are designed to
meet other community development needs.
having a particular urgency as
specifically described in the
application.s

Programs eligible tor funding are specifically spelled
out and include:

(1) the acquisition of real property
(including air rights, water rights,
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and other interests therein) which is
v4 blighted, deteriorated,
deteriorating,,undeveloped, or
inappropriately developed from the
standpoint of sound community
development and growth; (S) appropriate
for rehabilitation or conservation
activities; (C) appropriate for the
preservation or restoration of historic
sites, the beautification of urban
land, the conservation of open spaces,
natural resources, and scenic areas,
the provision of recreational
opportunities, or the guidance -of urban
development; (0) to be used for the
provision of public works, facilities,
and improvements eligible for
assistance under this title; or (E) to
be used for other public purpose;
(2) the acquisition, construction,
reconstruction, or installation of
public works, facilities, and site or
other improvementsincluding
neighborhood facilities, senior
centers, historic properties,
utilities, streets, street lights,
water and sewer facilities, foundations
and platforms for air rights sites,
pedestrian.malls and walkways, and
parks, playgrounds, and recreation
facilities, flood and drainage
facilities in cases where assistance
for such facilities under other Federal
laws or programs is determined to be
unavailable, and parking facilities,
solid waste disposal facllities, and
fire protection services and facilities
which are located in or which serve
designated community development areas;
(3) code enforcement in deteriorated or
deteriorating areas in which such
enforcement, together with public
improvements and services to be
provided, may be expected to arrest the

decline of the area;
(4) clearance, demolition, removal, and
rehabilitation of buildings and
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improvements (including interim
assistance and financing rehabilitation
of privately owned properties when
incidental to other activities);
(5) special projects directed to the
removal of material and architectural
barriers which restrict the mobility
and accessibility of elderly and'
handicapped persons;
(6) payments to housing owners for
losses of rental income incurred in
holding for temporary periods housing
units to be utilized for the relocation
of individuals and families displaced
by program activities under this title;
(7) disposition (through sale, lease,
donation, or otherwise) of any real
property acquired pursuant to this
title or its retention for public
purposes;
(8) provision of public services not
otherwise available in areas where
other activities assisted under this
title are being carried out in a
concentrated manner, if such services
are determined to be necessary or
appropriate to support such other
activities and if assistance in
providing or securing such services
under other applicable Federal laws or
programs has been applied for and
denied or not made available within a
reasonable period of time, and if such
services are directed toward (A)
improving the community's public
services and facilities, including
those concerned with the employment,
economic development, crime prevention,
child care, health, drug abuse,
education, welfare, or recreation needs
of persons residing in such areas, and
(B) coordinating public and private
development programs;
(9) payment of the non-Federal share
required in connection with a Federal
grant-in-aid program undertaken as part
of the Community Development Program;
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(10) payment of the obst of cOmpleting
a project funded under title I of the
Housing Act of 1949;
(11) relocation payments and assistance
for individual!, families, businesses,
organizations, and farm operektions
displaced by activifies assisted under
this title;
(12) activities necessary (A) to
develop a coMprehensive community
dPvelopment plan, and (B) to develop a
policy-planning-management capacity so
that the, reCipient of assistance under-
this title ,may more rationally and
effectively (i) determine its needs,
(ii) set lOng-term goals and short-term
objectives, (iii) devise programs and
activities to meet these goals and
objectives, (iv) evaluate the progress
of such programs in accomplishing these
goals and objectives, and (v) carry out
management, coordination, and
monitoring of activities necessary for
effective planning implementation; and
(13) payment of reasonable
administrative costs and carrying
charges related to the planning and
execution of community development and

housing activities, including the
provision of information and resources
to residents of areas in which
community development and housing
activities are to be concentrated witi",

respect to the nlanning and execution
of such activities.6

Under hotn model cities and coriunmity development,
applicants were provided with a variety of programs eligible
for funding and were given wide latitude in making program

choices. Both acts recognized the necessity of two primary

elements of community improvement: a plan to eliminate and

prevent physical dAterioration, and a plan to provide those
comMunity services necessary to improve health, employment,
child care, education, recreation, economic opportunity, and

otter social needs.7
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The model cities' legislation did not stipulate which of
, these two areas of need was to receive prime consideration
by applicants. The community development legislation, as
well, did not make such a stipulation. Howkever, the
legislative history of the 1974 act indicates that both
Houses of Congress intended that the principal thrust of the
legislation be physical improvement. In its final form,
therefore, the legislation stated that public services wereto be provided only "to support such other (physical
development) activities and if assistance in providing or
securing such services under other .applicable Federal laws
or programs has been applied for and denied or not made
available se0.118

In an ea.rly version of the act, Senate Bill 3066 the
amount of money available to social programs had been
limited to 2,0 percent of a community's total tunds. This
percentage limitation was rejected, however, by the House
and Senate conferees, and the final version of the bill
incluies no dollar or percentage limitation on expenditures
for social programs.9

Although both acts gave communities wide latitude in
selecting programs, both stipulated the limited purposes for
which funds could be used in the eligibility requirements
for families and individuals receiving benefits from the
programs. Model cities was to provide tor needs in areas of
extreme blight 'and deterioration and was to benefit the poor
and disadvantaged families who lived within those geographicboundaries. Community development was not limited to any
geographical boundaries of concentrated blight and
deterioration, but the act required that funds be us0
principally for persons of low- and moderate-income and to
give maximum feasible priority to activities that benefited.
low- or moderate-income families or aided in the preventiOn
or elimination of slums and blight.

The eommunity development act does not require
compliance witn this stated puipose and eligibility
requirement, however. Section 104 (a) (2) of the act
provides that local communities may design, and HUD may
approve, programs aimed at any other community needs having
a particular urgency. This section of the act was
translated in the HUD rules and regulations as:

Where all or part of the community
development program activities are
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designed to meet other community
development needs having a particular
urgency, the applicant may request a
determinatio by the Secretary that the
program activities are so designed to
meet such needs as specifically
described in the application.10

.
In addition, during the first yeaeof implementation

the HUD application form for community development funds
provided that communities certify that the community
development program:

(a) Gives maximum feasible priority to
activities which will benefit low- or
moderate-income families or aid in the
prevention or elimination of slums or
blight;

(b) Contains*activities dezigned to
meet other community development needs
having a particular urgency which are
specifically identified and described
in the applicant's community
development plan summary and commudity
development program.

The instructions for thi-s-serce-i-on_state that the

applicant may certify that it will comply with (a..)__or(b) or

toth.11

.This section of the community development act evolved
from Senate sill 3066 which contained a provision
prohibiting more than 20 percent of an applicant's community
development funds to be used for activities that "do not
directly and significantly benefit low- and moderate income
families or blighted areas." The House version of the bill
dtd not include any provision for funds to be used for
puriposes other than those stated in the law. The House and
Senate conference committee replaced the seizte provision
with the provision that is currently in ti.e law.12

Differences in Implementation

The Michigan Advisory Committee to the U.S. commission
on Civil Rights reviewed the programs established by the
eight model cities communities in Michigan and compared them
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with those programs established by the cities under the
Housing and Community Development Act.

The Advisory Committee made no attempt to evaluate the

effectiveness of any Ale particular program or project in a

city or to monitor the relative success or failure of a

city's programs. Instead, the Advisory Committee sought to

look at haw cities used each of the'two acts to attack the

problem of urban blight, differences in the types of

programs selected by cities under each act, differences in

target populations affected by the city's selections, and_

the opinions of officials and citizens regarding the

programming choices made by the community and their effect

on low-income and minority individuals.

ANN ARBOR

Budget allocations for the Ann Arbor model citieS

program are shown in table 2 and the 'Zirst-year budget for

community development is shown in table 3. Under model

cities the city spent funds principally for public service

programs.13

The cumulative totals for all funds budgeted through

1973 show that $1,443,650 was spent on public services,

including education, health, social services, recreation,

crime prevention, job development, transportation, and

environmental protection. These programs accounted for 75

percent of the total budget. The city spent no funds on

housing programs but did provide $20,000 for a housing

relocation program. This expenditure accou:.:ted for

approximately 1 percent of the model cities budget. The

remaining tunris were spent on administration, citizens'

participation, and planning and evaluation activities.

Under the Housing and Community Development Act, the

ci4-y hudgete3 its funds principally for physical development

programs, including public works, housing rehabilitation,

cledrance, improvement, and relocation activities. A total

of S1,543,000 was budgeted for these projects, accounting

ftr 62 percent of the available funds. The city budgeted

4pt, &G1L5014 for pqhlic service projects, accounting for 27

percent o liget.

program encompassed census tract .numbe
Tlle target F.opulation se the model cities

en which

inclutieri the largest percentage of minorities a-now:income
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tamilies in Ann Arhor.ts The target population for community

development programs encompasses the entire city for some
projects and a concentrated area of activity'for other

projects. The concentrated area of activity includes 16

census tracts in addition to the 1 census tract that was

being served by model cities.1,11

Commenting on the shift ir the type of programs funded

by the city under each of the two acts, Mayor Albert H.

Wheeler told the Advisory Committee:

This to me is a very clear indication
that r_he intent of the city government
[was] to eliminate model cities as an
influential part of this total
community development revenue sharing
program, and in effect, terminate those
programs that existed under model
citims. (p. 58)

The mayor went on to say, "I see model cities as having
teen tJasically a people-oriented program, and delivery of

services to the people." This use of program funds changed

under community development, according to the mayor, and he

told the Advisory Committee that he was making efforts to

"get a redistribution of the money and to attempt to see

that it is more community oriented." (p. 62)

Mayor Wheeler also told the Advisory Committee that

program services to thcpoor were being reduced under the

Housing and Community Development Act because the city had

chosen a target population nearly five times the size of

.
that in the model neighborhood. At the same time, according

to the mayor, the city has reduced the amount of money being

spent on public services.\ "If we ate going to provide
additional servio,as to additional people Las envisioned by

the act], you can't do it with the same amount or less
money," he said. (p. 59)

In describing the effects of these program changes on

the minority community, Mayor Wteeler told the Advisory

Committee, HI would not want to say that there was anything

overtly or blatantly racist [atout the shift in programs],
but the net effect of what happened does have some serious

racial impact." (p. 81)



BENTON HARBOR-BENTON TOWNSHIP

Budget allocations for the Benton Harbor-BentOn
TownShip model cities program are shown in table 4. First-
year budget allocations for the Benton Harbor (city)
comvanity development program are shown in table 5, and
budget allocations for Benton Township are shown in table 6.

Under their combined model cities program, Benton
Harbor and Benton Township spent funds principally for
puhlic service programs. The cumulative budget (last column
on table (I) for the entire program shows, that $3.25 million
(69 percent of all-funds) was spent for services, including
education, health, social services, recreation, crime, job
development, transportation, and environmental protection.
The model cities program spent $320,000 on housing and
housing-related physical development programs and $115,000
on Ielocation programs, accounting for 9 percent of the
total. Remaining funds were spent On administration,
(7tizensu participation, and evaluation activities.

Under the Housing and Community Development Act, Benton
Harbor and Benton Township budgeted funds principally tor
plysical development programs. ,benton Township budgeted 57
percent of its available community development funds,
T443,700 out of $778,000, for public works projects and
housing rehabilitation. A total of $70,000 was budgeted for
public services, accounting for 9 percent of the total
funls. 1:enton harbor (city) budgeted 72 percent of its
community development funds for physical development
Trojcts, including acquisition of property, public worKs,
code enforcement; cl-?arance, rehabilitation, and relocation
attributable to physical development. The city budgeted
$222,301 tor public service projects and the continuation of
mo;jel cities projcts. This amount accounts for 18 percent
of 4"h7 total available funds.

vor comparative purposes thc, colTIbined total spent by
1--nton Harbor and Benton Township on public services under

ilousing and Community Devolopmcnt Act was $2q2,301, 15
pyrctInt of thP total funds available to th° two communities.

ThE- target population served by the commuaity
devf-lopmnt funds encompasses the entire city of Benton
!ir:bor and the entire Township cf Benton.17 Under the modA
citi-2s program, a target population encompassing.the area's
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heaviest concentration of minorities aild poor families had

been served. (pp. 169, 170)

In testimony before the Michigan Advisory Committee,

witnesses expressed their opinions regarding the differences

in programming between model cities and community

development. Judd spray, director of community development

for the Township of Benton, told the Advisory Committee that

there.were differences between the two programs and that the

differences were due to the "nature of the community
development act and the instructions for the application."

Mr. Spray went om.to say that the new act has put

cities and citizens in a dilemma:

They would like to make the environment
a better place in which to live
[physical development)* but at the same
time they would also like to upgrade
the lifestyle and add some of these

amenities (public service programs) but
the program just doesn't seem to
stretch far enough for both of them.

(p. 191)

As a result the public service programs had been cut back.

The Housing anl Commnnity Development Act places emphasis on

i'ousing, rehabilitation, and public works, Mr. Spray told

the Advisory Committee, and social programs are approved

only in a "supporting function of rehabilitation
activities." (p. 189)

Mr. Spray indicated to the Advisory Committee that the

changes in the type ot programs funded by the city wer.e- not

duE to the quality of programs operated under model cities.

He coz.mented that many of them had been "good programs" and

"wr: regret that some of these model cities programs arc

ptasing out."

Melvin Farmer, who directed the model cities program

and then became the director of thE: community development

Program in the city of Benton Harbor, told fhe Advisory

Committee that the'differences in target populations between

the two programs will reduce benefits to minoriti^s:

The ability of officials to respond to
th.s ne-!ds of poor and minorities will
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ti(lt strained by the elimination co
target areas ani the definition f ,the

geographic bounds for a total pr ram.
In a citywide program, communit
development block grant funding would
inherently be available to more'
residents, [than through the us of
model neighborhood target area
thereby decreasing the amount cf funds
available to concentrate stric ly on
problems of poverty and blight " (p.

169)

In addition, Mr. Farmer pointed out the itywide approach

had incrPased the competition among pro ram sponsors for
available funds and that 'this competiti n ',again has the
effect of leaving out the poor, elderly', and less organized
citizenry of the community." (pp. 169/ 170)

Asked to zum up his opinion of the attitudes of the
cityls low- and moderato-income families toward the program
changes, Silas Legg, who served as director of the Model
Cities citizens Steering Council and/is now on the Benton
Harbor Community Development Advisor/Y Council, told the
Advisory committee, "They are not happy with it." (p. 257)

DETROIT

Budget allocations for the Detroit model cities program
ar shown ir t;ible 7,!and'the first-year budget for
community deyelopmenti' is shown in table 8.

Under model cities the city spent funds principally for
public service programs. The cumulative totals for all

funds budgeted under model cities Show that $52,910,000 was
spent on public services, including education, health,
social services, recreation, crimeprevention, job :

development, transportation, and environmental protection.
These programs accounted for 71 percent of the total budget.
The city spent 55,121,000 on physidalHdevelopment housing
programs and $3,283,000 on relocation programs associated
with housing development. These expenditures accounted for
approximately 11 percent of the total budget. The remaining
funds were spent on office space, administration, citizen
participation,/ ana evaluation activities.
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Under the Housing and Community Development Act the
city budgeted its funds principally for physical development
programs, including urban renewal projects, public works,
clearance, rehabilitation, and relocation payments. These
programs accounted for 64 percent of the total community
development budget.. The amount of funding going to public
services, $3,525,000,18 accounted for 11 percent of the
total budget.

Model cities funds were used in a target area of the
city that included a high concentration of low-income and
minority families. (p. 518) Under the Housing and Community
Development Act the city has enlarged the target population;
some programs serve concentrated poverty areas while others
are citywide, thus encompassing a wide range of income
groups.18

In testimony before the Michigan Advisory Committee,
witnesses expressed their opinions regarding program
differences between model cities and community development.
David Nelson, assistant administrator for social planning
and development of the Detroit model cities program, told
the Advisory Committee:

I think in general we will see, at

least in-Detroit, a shift away from
social programs to physical programs in
the trinsition process to the block
grant community development program.
This change I think, primarily, was
mandated by the way the legislation was
written. (p. 516)

Commenting on the shift in targFt populations, Mr. Nelson
told the Advisory committee:

When you don't have very much money to
begin with...and then you are advised
that you can go citywide with that
money, instead of concentrating it in
the model neighborhood target area, the

answer is obvious. The more you
disperse your money the less impact you
are going to have. (p. 518)
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Earl Adamaszek, who served as chairman of the citizens
governing board of the Detroit model cities program, told
the Advisory committee:

FLINT

haveeseen the change. I have seen
the cutbacks in the various social
service programs. And I have seen the
effects of cutting back those
ptograms that have as their objective.
alleviating the burdens of the poec and
the disabilities imposed upon them in
--timme -of having-adecent human- life._

(p. 566)

The model cities program in Flint was operated by
Genesee County and the model neighborhood included areas of

the county outside the city limits of Flint. Flint,
however, receiveg the entire model cities hold-harmless,,
allocation becaUse SO percent of all model cities programs
had operated werhin the city limits. Decisions regarding
the use of model cities funds were made:with the final
authority of the Genesee Cdunty commissioners and decisions
regarding the uss of Flint's community development-funds
were made with final authority of the city council.

Under model cities Genesee Countyspent funds
principally for public service programs. The fourth-year
application from the county, table 9# Shows that
cumulatively the model cities program spent $7.8 million on
services, including education, health, social services,
recreation, crime prevention, job training, business
development, and environmental protection. These
expenditures accounted for 58 percent of the total budget. c

The county spent $1,238,000 on housing and housing
development programs and $565,000 on relocation programs
related to housing development. These expenditures
accoueted for 13 percent of the model cities budget. The

remaining funds were spent on administratign, citizens'
pareicipation, and evaluation activities.

Under the Housing and Community Development Act (table

10) the city of Flint budgeted its funds principally for
physical development programs, includingTublic works,
purchase ot property, clearance, rehabilitation, completion
of urbar renewal projects, and relocation. These programs

8 9
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accounted for 77 percent of the total available budget
($509931700). Flint allocated $703,300 for public service
programs. This amount represents 9 percent c:f the total
community development budget.

Target populations of the various projects in the Flint
community development budget vary. Some, such as the
continuation of urban renewal projects, are limited to a
target area with heavy minority and low-income
concentrations. Other projects, such as rehabilitation
loans and land acquisition, are citywide in scOpe.20

In testimony before the Michigan Advisory ComMittee,
witnesses expressed their opinions regarding the changes in
programming between model cities and community develOpment.
Daniel Soggan, Jr., city manager of Flint, told the-Advisory
Committee in his wrirten comments:

I believe that on a categorical basis
people knew they had to deal with
specific problems under model cities .

However, the CDA Housing and Community
Development Act of 1974 is a shotgun
approach to solving urban problems. It
allows the local decisionmakers to make
the decision. I believe it can hamper
the city's ability to deal with the
needs of the poc* and minority
community if not properly focused.

To the extent that the municipal
officials are.committed to deal with
urban problems the Housing and
COmmunity Development Act of 1974
proviies a mechanism to do so.
HOwever, to the extent that those
Officials are not committed, the act
aJ.so provides them enough leeway to do
dther things that would be beneficial
tio the community but not necessarily to
the poor and miaority. 2 1

Gloria Grant, represc-ntingthe Genesee County model
cities agency, told the Advisory committee that programs of
the type funded under model cities, "seem to be headed for
ofaivion. All services will be terminated and a void will
exist in the model cities community. The termination will

92
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affect approximately 27,000 residents of which 79 1 percent
',are minorities." (pp. 270. 271)

According to Ms. Grant, the difference in target
populations between the two programs means that community
development funds will have "no significant impact" on
certain "blighted, poverty, and Minority concentrated
areas." (p. 275) Funds,that previously went into these model
neighborhood areas-axe now being used to "beef up the urban
renewal areas and the city's administrative budget," Ms.
Grant said. "This has been accomplished at the expense of

tlE model cities areas which contained a high minority

concentration." (p. 275)

GRAND RAPIDS

Budget allocations for the Grand Rapids model cities
program are shown in table 11, and the first-year budget for
community development is shown in table 12.

Tinder model cities Grand Rapids spent funds principally
tor public service programs. Of the total funds budgeted
through June 30, 1975, $4.4 million was spent on public
service programs, inclqding education, health, social
services, recreation, crime prevention, job development,
economic development, transportation, and environmental

protection. These expenditures'accounted for 56 percent of

the total budget. The city spent $220,000 on housing
development and $298,000 on relocation prcjects associated
with housing development. These expenditures accounted for

7 percent of the total budget. The remaining funds were
spent for administration, citizen participation, audits, and

evaluation activities.

Under the Housing and Community Developmeent Act, Grand

Rapids budgeted funds principally for physical development
progrs, including public works, acquisition of property,
code enforcement, clearance, rehabilitation, and relocation.
A total of $3.9 million was budgeted tor these projects,
accounting for 81 percent of the total available budget.
The city budgeted $295,000 fox continuation of model cities

public servine programs, and an additional $141,000 from the
"local.option":catk,gory was later placed in the public
service category for a total of $426,000. This amount
accounted for 9 percent of the total available community
development budget.

9 3
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Under model cities, all program funds were spent in a
target area of the city that had a heavy concentration of
low-income and minority families. Under community
development, some projects continue to be targeted to
specific areas of the city while others are citywide inScope. 2 2

In testimony before the Michigan Advisory Committee,
witnesses expressed their opinions regarding the changes in
programming between the two acts. Ora Spady, Grand Rapids
model cities director, told the Advisory Committee that evenprior to the implementation of the Housing and Community
Development Act, the community became aware that the types
of programs funded through model cities would no longer be
supported by the city:

For the last two years...we have
attempted to try to get State and other
Federal funding to continue some of our
social programs because basically I
thinh we faced the reality at the local
level, especially it the planning
process, that very few funds would be
spent out of community development for
the continuation of social programs.
(p. 808)

Regarding the change in target populations, Mr. Spadytold the Advisory Committee:

when we begin to compare the
geographical area that the model cities
funds were allocated tor versus the
community development funds, which is
citywide, then we will see that the
percentage of impact would be,much less
through community development than
through the geographical target area of
th fi. model cities program. It means
that the impact no long6r exists
because you have to begin to give
priority on a citywide basis. (pp.
805, 810)

Wilbur Warren was a member of the Grand Rapids Model
Neighborhood citizens Committee and president of the
National Citizens Participation Council, an organization
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that linked together the.citizensl participation
organizations of 145 model cities programs throughout the

country. He told the Advisory Committee that the community
development programs, "will not serve the needs of low- and

moderate-income and lower-income persons of the identifiable

segments of the community. Nor does the local
plan...reflect the best interest of racial minorities or
those of the low- and moderate-income population of Grand

Rapids." (p. 843)

Armond Robinson, who served as executive director of

the model neighborhood citizens committee, noted that

changes brought about by the implementation of the Housing

and Community Development Act will "revert the methods of,

doing business back to the pre-1966 era; which said that

local city government knows best." Mr. Robinson went on to

say, "Thi3 will further result in the near extinction of

those software type services which model cities provided

to the community...." (p. 855)

HIGHLAND PARK

Budget allocations for the Highland Park model cities

program are shown in table 13, and the first-year budget for

community development is shown in table 14.

Under Model cities the city spent funds principally for

'public service programs. The cumulative budget for all

funds spent under model cities shows that $5.3 million was

event on public service programs, including education,

health, social services, recreation, crime prevention, job

development, and economic development. These prOgrams

accounted for 61 percent of the budget. The city spent

$512,000 on housing-related programs. This total accounted

for 6 percent of the budget. Remaining funds were spent on

administretion, citizens' participation, and evaluation

activities.

Under the Housing and Community Development Act the

city budgeted its funds principally tor physical development

programs, including acquisition of property, public works,

code enforcement, clearance, rehabilitation, completion of

urban renewal projects, and relocation assistance. These

programs accounted for 66 percent pf the budget. The amount

of funding going to the provision of putlic services,

$284,615, accountd for 7 percent of the total available

budoet.
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Under model citiesAighland Park concentrated the
expenditure of funds to a target area population
encompassing a large portion of low-income and, minorityfamilies. Under Tommunity development the city continued touse the target population approach for some projects whileothers were funded on a citywide basis.23

LANSLNG

Budget allocations for the Lansing model cities program
are shown in table 15, and the first-year budget for
community pmrsqopment is shown in table 16.

Under model cities the city spent its funds principallyfor public service programs, including education, health,social .services, recreation, crime prevention, 7;i)
development, economic development, transportation, and
environmental protection. .A total of $7.8 million was spenton these services during the 5 years of the p!'ogram,'
accounting for 49 percent of the budget. The city spent $3million on housing development and $800,000 on relocationrelated to housing development. These programs accounted
for 24 percent of the total budget. The remaining funds
wcre spent for administration, citizen participation,
planning, and evaluation activities.

Under community development Lansing budgeted its funds
principally for phyzacal development activities, includingacquisition of property, public works, code enforcement,
clearance, rehabilitation, and relocation. A total of
$3,556,565 was budgeted for these programs, accounting for
58.percent of the budget. The city budgeted $1,009,490 forthe provision of public services, including the continuationof,model cities public service programs.24 These budgetfigures represent 16 percent of the total funds available.

In testimony before the Michigan Advisory Committee,
witnesses expressed their opinions regarding the program
differences between the two acts. Mayor Gerald Graves told
tf_e Advisory Committee:

community developmert is not a model
cities program written in diftarent
terms. It is a pronounced change from
an emphasis on social service programs
to the concept that these programs'are
only valuable if the7 are instituted to
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support a primary thrust of physical
development, particularly in the area
of hOUsing. (p. 429)

Mayor Graves told the Advisory Committee he was
optimistic about the ability of the new legislation to
provide programs for the needs of the poor-jand for

minorities. However, he warned, "The intention of Congress

can all too readily be subverted by bureaucratic meddling by

HUD and other Federal departments and activities of local

government," (pp. 430, 431)-

Ralph Casdarilla acting community development director
of Lansing, told the Advisory Committee that:

Social services were basically an add-
on provision in this legislation to
assist in the rehabilitation of housing
and the effective-utilization of
physical improvemefits. don't think
anyone would maintain that physical
improvement must not be supported by a
certain degree of social service
programs. However, that is not the
primary emphasis of the new community
development program. (p. 435)

As a result of the legislation, Mr. Cascarilla noted, a
clear change in programming in Lansing has occurred; a
deemphasis on social services and an increased emphasis on

public improvements. (p. 437)

Harry Smith, a member of the executive committee of the

Model Cities Policy Board in Lansing, told the Advisory_
Committee that the Housing and Community Development Act has

been interpreted as "essentially a piece of 'bricks and

mortar' legislation, with a heavy emphasis upon physical
rather than social service projects." Mr. Smith noted,
however, that this shift in program emphasis had been done

at the expense of the social scrvice projects developed

,under model citiea and at the expense of providing citizens

with a meailingful role in the development of local public

policy. (p. c399)
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Budget allocatións for the SaginaW model cfties program
are shown in table 17, and the first-year budget for
community development is shown in table 16.

Under model cities the city spent funds principally for
public service programs, including edumation, health, social
services, recreation, crime prevention, job development,
transportation, and environmental protection. Expenditures
on these programs totaled $3.7.million throughout the,life
-of the program, accounting for 73 percent of the total-`funds
spent. The city spent $380,000 for housing development
programs and $38,000 on relocation associated with housing
development. These expenditures accounted for 8 percent of
the total budget. The remaining funds were spent on
administration, citizens' participation, and evaluation
activities.

-""

Under the Housing and Community Development Act the
city budgeted its funds principally for physical development
programs, including public works, property acquisition, code
enforcement, clearance, rehabilitation, relocation, and a
loan guarantee tor public works project. These programs
totaled $1,908,600, accounting for 60 percent of the budget.
Expenditures for public service programs and'the
continuation of model cities public service programs totaled
$810,500,25 accounting for 26 percent of the available
budget.

Under model-cities funds were spent in a concentrated
target area of the city, census tracts 1, 2* 3, 4, and 5*
which included 42.3 percent of the minority families living
in Saginaw ani 39.2 percent of the families with poverty-
level incomes. Under community development most of the
programs have been expanded and the prograMs have the entire
city as their target populatior. Seven out of eight model
cities public services.programs continued by the city
expanded to cover the entire city.26

In testimony before the Michigan Advisory Committee,
witrisses expressed their opinions regarding program
differences between model cities and community developpent,.
Terry Pruitt, dir2ctor of Saginaw's mJdel cities program,
told the Advisory Committee:
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I think it is important to understand
that the model cities program started
out as being a demonstration program,
and a program--at least in our
community--specifically directed at the
minority community and at haman service
programs. The new.legislation
[community development] shifts to more
physical development programming rather
than human services
think there going to be a ery
definite impact on some of the,kin of
programs, and the things that vie hake
been doing as part of our model vities
program, )ust by the very nature of the
(new] legislation. (p. 612)

In addition to the Shift in the type of programs
funded, Mr. Pruitt noted a shift in the target popaations
receiving benefits from the funds:

In terms of numbers, the model
neighborhood area in Saginaw was
comprised of some 15,000 people, I

would expect that probably 95-96
percent of those people were black. So
you can see that the model cities
program in Saginaw was most definitely
directed at the minority community as
opposed to the total community [as
under community development] which is
about 95,000 or so and somewhere around
25 to 30 percent minority. So, in
terms of programming citywidetzthere is
a basic watering down of our/Programs.
(pp. 613, 614)

Howard Sheltraw, director of community development for

Saginaw, told the Advisory Committee that many of the
community development programs continued to serve target'
populations of poor and minority families, and that those
programs which were expanded continued to serve people with

needs. 'II don't see any particular problem with it
[shifting the target population]. AWetre (going] from a
,population with 90 percent minority composition down to a
laopulation with about 50 percent minority composition. They
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are (all] affected by the neighborbood deterioration that isgoing on." (p. 655)

USE OF HUD rumps

The Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 is a
consolidation of eight U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development programs that were in existence during-the years1968-72. These eight categorical programs provided Federalfunds to cities on an application basis for use in attacking
pressing urban problems. One of those programs, model
cities, provided funds for either physical improvementprojects or public service programs. The other seven
programs--urban renewal, historic preservation, open spaceand urban beautification, neighborhood fabilities grants,
rehabilitation loans, and public facility loans--provided
funds for physical improvement projects.

During the first year of the Housing and Community
Development Act, cities were entitled to receive a block of
funds equal to the average yearly funds they had received,from the eight HUD programs during the years 1968-72.

In order to determine what, if any, differences there
were in the way cities used their community development
funds as compared to funds available under the eight
categorical programs, the Michigan Advisory Committee
analyzed the funding choices made by cities both before and
after passage of the 1974 act.

Since model cities offered communities the "widest
dascretion" in funding choices of any of the eight
categorical programs and because citizens' participation was
a required element of the model cities decisionmaking
process, the Advisory Committee has paid particular
attention to the relative proportion of HUD fundt going to
those programs chosen under model cities. The Advisory
Comptitteq has then sought to determine if those same types
of programs were funded in relatively the same proportion
under com,nunity development as they had been funded duringthe years 1968-72.

,The Advisory Committee has assumed, for the purpose of
this ,analysis, that model cities was the principal program,of the eight,categorical programs, that provided funding for
public servite prcigrams such as health, education, and job
development. In its analysis the Advisory Committee has
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TAKE 19
A

City Ann. Arbor

LI

Total

Average Annual
DHUD Funding
1968-1972

Percent
of Total

First Year
HCD Aet
Funding,.

Forcent
of Total

Percent Change
(Increase as +

Decrease = -)

2 475,000 100% 2 476,000 100%

Public Service
Proirams-Total

721 825 29% 660 750 27% - 8.5% ,

Public Service
Programs by
Category

Oucation 133,825

,

0 - 100%

Health 175,850 183 650 + 4%

ocial Service 125,750
,

163 350 + 30%

Recreation/
Culture 80,400 148 500

Crime/ .

Delinquency
102 750 .65,250 - 37%

Manpower/Job
Development 36,000 0 - 1007.

Economic/susiness
Esfmelopment 0 100,000 +

Transportation/
Communication

57,250 0 - 100%

Environmental
Protection and
Development

10,000 . .- 0

,

- 1007.
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JAW 20

City Banton Harbor/Bantam Township

Total

Overage Annual
',HUD Funding
4968-1972

Percent
of Total

First Year
HCD Act
Funding

.Percent
of Total

Percent Change
(Increase 4.

Decrease

2,416,000 100% 1,934,000* 1007.
N

- 17%

Public Service
Progr=s-Tot 1 813,000 34% 292,000 157. - 64%

Public Service
Programs by
Category

Iducation 99,250 0
, - 1007.

Health 199,750 97,000 - 51%

Social Service 147,750 40,000 - 73%

Recreation/
Culture 115,750 103,000 - 11%

Crime/
Delinquency 3,250

1

0
..; 10017.

Manpower/Job
Develo ment 104,000 0 - 100%

Sconomic/Business
__pevelopment 17,750 10,000 - 44%

Transportation/
Communication . 116,750 42,000 - 647.

Environmental
protection and
Development 8,750 0 '

.

- 100%

*Reduction from :968-1972 average is-due to funds grsnted to the city by'the
Department of Sowing and Urban Development during the transition period. Thisfigure represents the total fands available to the city for the first year of
Community Development activity..
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N

tabulated all non-model cities funds as "physical
development money and has added to that total all model
cities funds used for housing,and programs related to
housing development. The tables following use "average-

yearn dollar figures for model citied spending. These
figures were reached by dividing the total cumulative
-budgets (see tables in previous portion of this section) by

the number of years the program was in existence.

This portion of the study also breaks down each city's
total public service budget into program categories such as

education, crime prevention, and health dare. These funding
levels are then compared with funding leveleunder the
community development act to determine if cities have
altered the amount or proportion of funding from what it had

been during the years 1968-72.

Ann Arbor received an average of $2,475,000 in HUD
funding during the years 1968-72 for those programs
consolidated in the Housing and Community Development Act

(see table 19). The Ann Arbor model cities program
allocated an average of $721,825 a year to public\service

programs, accounting for 29 percfmt of all the consolidated
HUD funds spent in the city. The budgA for community
development shows that $660,750 has betf allocated to public

services. This figure represents 27 percent of the total
available budget and is an d.5 percent decrease ih the

amount of HUD funding being spent on public service programs
in the city. Changes in specific program categories are

shown in table 19.

Benton Harbor and Benton Township received an average
of $2,416,000 in HUD funding during the years 1968-72 for
those programs consolidated in the Housing and Community
Development Act (see table 20). The Benton Harbor-Benton
Township model cities programs allocated an average of
$813,000 a year to public service programs, accounting for

34 percent of the consolidated HUD funds spent in the twio

communities. The budget for community development shows
that the two communities allocated $292,000 for public
service programs. This figure represents 15 percent of the

total available community development funds and is a 64
percent -decrease in the amount of HUD funding being spent on
public tervice programs in the community. Changes in
specific program categories are shown in table 20.



TOLE 21

City Detroit

Total

Average Annual
DHUD Funding
1968-1972

Percent
of Total

First Year
HCD Act
Funding

Percent
of Total

Percent Change
(Increase =I +

05

34,101,000 *31 331,400

_Decrease

- 81.

Public Service
10,582,000 31% 3,525,000, 11% - 67%.ProsFams-Total

PUblic Sbrvice
Programs by
Category

Education 2,789,800 ,0 - 100%

Health 3,027,200 3,050,000 + 1%

Social Service 1,012,000 0 - 1007,

Recreation/
Culture 915,600 ' 100,000

I

- 897.

Crime/
Delinquency 393,600

,

88,000 - 78%

Manpower/Job
Development 968,400 0

N

,

- 100%

Economic/Business
Development 176,400 0 - 1007.

Transportation/
Communication 877,200 287,000 - 67%

Environmental
Protection and
Development 421,800 0_ 1007.

*Reduction from 1968-1972 average is due to funds granted to the city by the
Department of Housing and Urban Development during the transition period. This
figure represents the total funds available tn the city for thc first yeas' of
Conzaunity Development activity.
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TAKE 22

City Flint

Total _

Average 4nnua1
DHUD Funding
,1968-19%2

Percent
of Total

First Year
HCD Act 'Percent

Funding of Total

Percent Change
(Increase +
Decrease -

8,715,200 7,737,000*'

Public Servic
-o r -Total

560 400 181 703 300 - 55%

POblia Service
Programs by
Catemy

_...gitag51912--..

H ealth

352,400

.

Not
Avellable

232 400

Social Serv ce 104,200

Recreation/
Culture

334 400

Crime/
Delinquency

140 800

Manpower/Job
Development

!
265,400

Economic/Business
Development

98,800

Transportation/
Communication

0

Environmental
Protection and
Development

_

32,000

*RodOction from 1968-1972 *Porno is due to funds branted to the city by the

Department of Housing and Urban Development during the transition pericd. This

figure represents the total funds available to the city for the first year of

Community Development activity.
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Detroit received an average of $34,101,000 in HUD
funding during the years 1968-72-for those programs
consolidated in the Housing and Community Development Act of
1974 (see table 21). The Detroit model cities program
allocated an average of $10,582,000 a year to publid service
programs, accounting for 31 percent of the consolidated HUD
funds spent in the city. The,community development budhiet
for Detroit shows the city allocated $3,525,000 for public
service programs. This figure represents 11 percent of the
total available community development budget and is a 67
percent reduction ir. the amount of HUD funds being spent on
public service programs in the city. Changes in specific
program.categories are shown in table 21.

Flint received an average of $8,715,200 in HUD funding
during the years 1968-72 (see +Able 22). This figure
includes gu percent of the average model cities funds
(Genesee County, which operated the model cities program,
spent approximately 80 percent of the program's funds in the
city of Flint), plus the average of the other seven
consolidated programs. The model cities program spent an
average at $1,560,400 a year in Flint on public service
programs, accounting for 18 percent of the consolidated HUD
funds expended in the city.

The budget for community development shows that no
money has specifically been all(lcated to public service
programs. However, the city has indicated that up to
$703,300 of its fec'ntingencyfl fund might be spent for publicservices. This fiz,are represents 9 percent of the available
community development budget and a 55 percent reduction in
the amount of HUD funds being spent on public service
programs in the city of Flint. Since allocations of the
contingency funds have not yet been made, no comparison of
individual program categories is possible.

Grand Rapids received an average of $4,762,000 in HUD
funding during tte years 1968-72 for those programs
consolidated in the Housing and Community Development Act of
1974 (see table 23). The Grand Rapids model cities program
allocated an average of $1,107,000 for public service
programs, accounting for 23 percent of the consolidated HUD
funds spent in the city. The community development budget
for the city shows an allocation of $285,000 for
continuation of model cities public service programs, and an
additional $141,000 from the liccintingency fund was
allocated to public service programming after submission of-
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"JAKE 23

Grand Rapids "..J

_

lotaii--
Public Service
ftoRrams-Total

Average Annual-
DEUD Funding,-
'068-1972

Percent
of Total

First Year
Hen Act
Funding

,Percent
Percent
of Total

Change
(Incrsase Pl. +

Decrease

4,762,000

1,107,000 237, 426,000 - 627.

PUblic Service
Programs by
Category

Education
124,000 80,000 - 367i

Health
. 222,000 341,000, + 54%

-.

Social Service 62,000

,

0 - 100%

RecreatiOn/
Culture 9,750 5,000 .,

,

- 497.

Crime/
Delinquency 69,000 0

,

- 100%

Maapower/Job
Dave lornnent 269,500 0 - 100%

Econamic/Bmainess
Development

310,750 0 - 1007.

Transportatioa/
Communication

29,250 0 - 100%

Environmental
Protection and
Development

,

10,750 0 - 1007.
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, TABLE 24

City Highland Park

,

Total

Average Annual
DHIJD Funding

1968-1972
77ercent

of TOtal

First Yesx
HCD Act
Funding

Percent
Total

Percent Change t

(Increase +
Decrease -)..i

5,017,000 4,349,728*

,of

- 13%

Public Service
Programs-Total 1,058,000 217. 284,615 7% - 73%

s

PUblic Service
Programs by
Category

Educati n 137,200 0 - 1007

Health 231,400
t

68,615 - 70%

Social Service 324,000 196,000 - 407.

Recreation/
Culture 154,400 0 - 100%

Crime/
Delinquency

4

103,200 20,000 - 817.

Manpower/Job
Development 102,200 0 - 1007.

Econamic/Business
DLwelopment 5,600 0 - 100%

Transportation/
Communication 0 0

Environmental
Protection and
Development 0 0

*Reduction from 1968-1972 average is due to funds granted to the city by the
Department of Housing and Urban Development during the transition period. This
figure represents the total funds available to the city for the first year of
Community Development activity.
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the'original budget to HUD: These funds represent 9 percent
of the total community development budget and a 62 percent
reduction in the amount of HUD funding going to public

,._--service programs in the city. Changes in specific program
categories are shown in table 23.

Aiighland Park received an average of $5,017,000 a year

, in HUD funding during the years 1968-72 for-those programs
consolidated in the Housing and COmmunity Development Act

(see table 24). The Highland Park model cities program
allocated an average of $1,058,000 for public service
programs, accounting for 21 percent of the consolidated HUD

funds spent in the city. The community development budget

for Highland Park shows the city allocated $284,615 for
public.service programs. This figure represents 7 percent

of the total available community development budget and a 73

percent reduction in the amount of HUD funding going to

public service programs. Changes in specific program
categories are shown in table 24.

Lansing received an average of $6,967,000 in HUD

funding during the years 1968-72 for those programs
consolidated in the Housing and Community Development Act of

1974 (see table 25). The La sing model cities program spent

an average of $1,555,954 on ublic service programs,
accounting for 22 percent of the consolidated HUD funds

spent in the city. The bud et for community development

shows that $1,009,490 was allocated for public service

programs. This figure represents 16 percent of the total

available community development funds and a 35 percent
reduction in the amount of HUD funding going to public
service programs in the,city. Changes in specific program

areas are shown in table 25.

saginaw receive an average of $3,608,000 in HUD

funding during tne Oars 1968-72 for those programs
consolidated in the Housing and community Development Act of

1974 (see table 26). The Sagnaw model cities program spent

an average of $860,331 a year on public service programs,

accounting for 24 percent of the total consolidated HUD
funds spent in the city. The community development budget

for Saginaw shows the city allocated $810,500 for public

service programs, including the continuation of model cities

public service programs. This figure represents 26 percent

of the community development budget and a 6 percent
reduction in the amount of HUD funding going to public
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TABLE 25

City Lanstga

Total

Average Annual
DHUD Funding
1968-1972

Percent
of Total

First Year
HCD Ant
Funding

Percent
of Total

Percent Change
(Increase * +
Decrease )

6,967,000 6 189 000* ,,- 117.

Public Service
Provams-Total 1055,954 009_1490 16M

Public Service
Programs by
Category

Education 239,584 74 500 - 69%

Health 219,064 345 000 + 587.

ocial Service 302 941 160 000 - 477.

Recreation/
Culture 70,203 84,826 + 217.

crime/

Delinquen y 259 798 295 164 + 147.

Manpower/Job
Development 71,280 0 IOC%

Economic/Business
Development 141,280 50,000 - 65%

Transportation/
Communication 107,498 0 - 1007.

Environmental
Protection and
Development 144,306

. - 1007.

*Reduction from 1968-1972 average is due to funds granted to the city by the
Department of Housing and Urban Development during the transition period. Thisfigure represents the total funds available td the city for the first year of
Community Development activity.
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-ABLE 26

City Saginaw

Wo.

Total

Average Annual
DHUD Funding
1968-1972

Percent
of Total

First Year
HCD Act
Funding

Percent
of Total

Percent Change
(Increase i. +
Decrease 2. -)

3,608,000 3,172,000* - 122,

Public Service
Programs-Total

860,331 24% 810,500 26% r- 6%

Public Service
Programs by
Category

Education 4 355,333 162,000 - 547,

Health 49033 50,000 + 17.

Social Service 288,000 360,000 + 25%
,

Recreation/
Culture 10,333

**

0

,

- 100%

Crime/
Delinouency 61,000 0 - 100%

Manpower/Job
Develoyment 27,333 0 - 1007.

Econozichusiness
Development, 8,333 225,000 + 2607.

Transportation/
Communication 2,,0o0 0 - ism

Environ=ental :
Protection and
Develotment 34,666 13,500 - 61%

*Reduction from 1968-1972 average is due to funds granted to the city by the Department

of Housing and Urban Development during the transition period. This figure represents

the total funds available to the city for the first year of Community Development activity.

**Howard Sheltraw, director of the Saginaw Department of Community Development suggested

that the Advisory Committee include $230,000 in this category Which the city intends to

use for land acquisition and public works projects having to do with parks. The U.S.

Department_of Housing and Urban Development in its "Grantee Performance Report" 1140-

4087(1-761/ defines such projects as "physical" development, not public service.
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TABLE 27

Cityotals All Cities

IAverage

Total

Annual
DIOD Funding
1968-1972

Percent
of Total

First Year
HCD Act

1

Funding
Pfrcent
of Total

Percent Change
(Increase ,n +
Decrease ..

68,061 200 62 011,128* - 9'

Public Service
Programs-Total 18 258,510 277.

7a711365
- 58%

Public Service
Programs by
Category

Education 4,231,392

.

316,500 - 93%

ealth 4 356 997 4,135 265 - 3%

Social Service 2,366 641 919 350 : - 617.

Recreation/
Culture 1,690,836 441,326 - 747.

Crime/

Delinquency 1,133,398 46 ,414
0

- 597.

Manpower/Job
Development 1,844,113 0 - 100%

Economic/Business
Developmen 75 ,913 385 000 - 49%

Transportation/
Communication 1,213,948 329,000 73%

Enviroemental
Protection and
Development 662,272 13,500 - 98%

*Reduction due to advanee funds granted to cities. The S62,011,128 represents the
total funds available to citien for the first year of Community Development activity.

**Includes $703,300 which tlia city of Flint may use for Public Service Programs. Sincethese funds have not yet been allocated to specific programa, they have not been
included in the "Public Service Programs by Category" computations.

120



service pro4rams in the city. Changes in specific program
categories are shown in table 26.

As a Whole, Michigan's eight model ities communities
received an annual average of $68 milliofi in HUD funding
during the years 1968-72 for those programs consolidated in
the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 (see table
27). The eight cities spent an average of $18 million a
year on public service programs, accounting for 27 percent
of the consolidated HUD funds spent in the cities.

As a whole, the model cities communities received $62
million in funding for the first year of community,
development programming.27 Of this amount, $7,711,655 was
allocated tor public service programs. This figure
represents 12 percent of the total available community
development funds and a $10 million reduction in the amount
of HUD funding going to public service programs in these
eight cities. The reduction represents a 58 percent cut in
public service program budgets.

HUD COMMENTS ON PROGRAMMING DECISIONS

Representatives of.the U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development testified before the Michigan Advisory
Committee to the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights regarding
the differences in programming decisions resulting from
passage of the Housing and Community Development Act of
1974.

Thomas Higginbothan, director of compliance and
enforcement in the Chicago Regional Office of Equal
Opportunity, told the Advisory Committee that he did not
agree with the interpretation of many city officials that'
the Housing and community Development Act was a bricks and
mortar, physical development type of program that would
limit the amount of funding for public service programs.

"1 think you have to qo back again to the basic nature
of the legislation, which was to put as many decisions into
local hands...as possible," Mr. Higginbothan told the
Advisory Committee. "Consequently, the determimation as to
ti:e split [betwe'in funding for physical .development and
public service programs], whether it is 20 peroei4t or 40
percent, or 50 percent, is up to the local [community]."
(pp. 721, 725)
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Ruth Featherstone, director of the equal opportunity
division of the Detroit Area Office of HUD, told the
Advisory Committee that communities were not required to
limit the amount or percentage of funding spent on physical
development programs or public service programs:

There is nothing [in the regulations]
to indicate what percentage a community
should use for any particular type of
program. The only thing in the
regulations that directly speaks to how
the city should use money, that I am
really acquainted with, is the tenor of
the program supposedly is to insure the
provision of services for low-income
persons. (p. 722)

Ms. Featherstone went on to tell the Advisory 6ommittee
that HUD had no requirements as to how a city should divide
up its funds between physical development and public service
programs and that those decisions were in the hands of the
local community. (p. 726)

When asked if HUD imposed percentr.ge limitations or
encouraged cities to limit community Jevelopment spending
for public service programs, Richare Paul, director of the
community planning and development division of the Detroit
Area Office, told Commission staff in an April 6, 1975,
telephone interview that, "While the [1974 Housing and
Community Development] Act is biased toward physical
development activities, HUD has not imposed percentage
limits on community development public service spending by
cities nor has it encouraged cities in Michigan to change
their levels of planned public service spending."

As a result of increased local authority, Mr.
higginbothan predicted that cities would turn heavily
towards physical*development programs:

Just the fact that the legislation
leaves certain decisions to local
officials,and is not prescriptive in
terms of social [public service]
programs, ...makes me think that a
great many of the programs that we will
see coming out of the legislation will
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be initially hardware [physical
development] programs. (pp.. 733, 734)

This is due, Mr. Higginbothan said, to the fact that
"traditionally cities have been hardware conscious." (pp.
733, 734)

Regarding the impact of Federal funds on concentrated
areas of blight, poverty, or minority concentration, Ms.
Featherstone told the Advisory Committee that the Housing
and Community Development Act of 1974, "generally speaking"
did "not necessarily" increase the impact of the Federal
dollar on low income or minority individuals. (p. 745)
Although previous programs, such as model cities, required
the concentration of funds in areas of the heaviest poverty,
the community development legislation allowed cities to take
money out of those areas and spend it in other, less
blighted, areas of the city.

"It really depends on the leadership of the applicant
city as to how the money is spent," Ms. Featherstone said.

I should think that if they ilow-income
and minority individuals] learned to
use the citizens' participation
mechanism properly, they could have
some major impact. The city would tend
in that instance to put the maximum
amount of money into those areas where
there is a considerable amount of slums
and blight. (p. 745)

If low-income and minority individuals did not wage such a
battle, according to Ms. Featherstone, city officials could
direct the expenditure of funds to less blighted areas of
the city with lower concentrations of poor and minority
individuals. (p. 745)

SUMMARY OF PROGRAMMING DECISIONS

The Housing and Community Development Act of 1974
consolidated eight U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development categorical programs that had together provided
communities with funds for physical development and public
service projects. One of those eight programs, model
cities, shares a number of similarities with the 1974 act.
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Both pieces of legislation indicated who was to be \\\,,
benefited by the program: Model cities was to serve "the
poor and disadvantaged in...large slum and blighted areas.

Community development was sprincipally for persons of
low and moderate incomes and communities were to give
smaximum feasible priority to, activities which benefit low-
or-moderate-income families,' or to activities "which the
applicant certifies and the secretary determines are
desigriedo !met other community development needs having a
particular urgency as specifically described in the
application.s

Both pieces of legislation recognized the need for both
physical development and public service programs. Model
cities required that programs be sof sufficient magnitude to
maks,a substantial impact on the physical and social
problems...arrest blight and decay...and provide
educational, health and social services ....s

Community development required that programs be
designed to seliminate or prevent slums, blight and
deterioration" and sprovide community facilities and public
improvements, including the provision of supporting health,
social, and similar services where necessary and
appropriate....s

In order to achieve thAse two goals, both acts spelled
out specific types of programs which could be undertaken
with the Federal funding.

model Cities delineated ,.e following funding
categories:

Rebuilding and revitalizing large slum and flighted
areas.

Expanding housing, job, and income opportunities.

Reducing dependence on welfare.

Improvement of educational facilities and programs.

Prevention of disease and ill health.

Reducing crime.
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Enhancing recreatilonal and cultural opportunities.

Improving transportation between home azd job.

Improving living conditions.

Community development delineated the following funding
categories:

Eliminate slums, blight, and blighting influences.

Conservation and expansion of housing stock.

Elimination of conditions detrimental to health.

Improving safety and public welfare.

Expanding and improving community services.

More rational utilization of land and natural
resources.

Reducing the isolation of income groups.

Preserving Properties having special historic value.

Both pieces of legislation allow local communities to
choose from these eligible programs those projects that are
necessary to deal with the communities' needs. Model cities
legislation stated as a part of its purpose that "cities
[are] to plan, develop and carry out locally prepared and
scheduled comprehensive...programs...."

Community development legislation called for the local
community to' "identify community development needs" and to
"formulate a program" to meet those needs, The local
community was given authority and responsibility for the
"development of the application and the execution of

its...program."

Even with these similarities the actual program choices
made under each act have been quite different. Model cities

programs in Michigan were predominantely public service

oriented. Approximately 65.5 percent of all model cities
funds in Michigan were spent on public service programs.
During an average year between 1968-72, Michigan's model
cities spent more than $18 million on public service
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programs. This expenditure of funds accounted for 27percent of the total HUD funds available through the eight
Federal programs later consolidated under the Housing andCommunity Development Act of 1974.

Community development programs'in Michigan are
predominantly physical development oriented and have cut
back funding for public service programs. The communities
included in this study allocated only 12 percent of theirfunds for public service programs under the community
development act. This figure represents a cut of more than
$10 million in public service programming in those
communities studied, a reduction of more than 56 percentfrom funding levels prior to enactment of the community
development act.

Model cities and community development also differ inthe racial and economic makeup of those benefiting from theFederal funds. Model cities funds were spent in areas of
the community with the heaviest concentrations of low-incomeand minority individuals. Community development funds havebeen spent on an areawide and sometimes citywide basis. The
population receiving the program benefits, thus, includes alarger percentage of nonminority and non-low-income
individuals than that served by model cities. In addition,the population served by community development funds is muchlarger than that served by model cities and as a result the
average per family expenditure is smaller under communitydevelopment.

FINDINGS ON PROGRAM DECISIONS

1. The Michigan Advisory committee to the U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights finds that the enactment of theHousing and community development Act of 1974 has resultedin a dramatic decline in the amount of HUD funding beingused by communities for public service programs (see note
13) of the type commonly funded under model cities. Thisdecline is due to a number of factors including but not
limited to:

*Local communities reduced the scope and
authority provided to citizens in the
citizens' participation process from previous
levels under model cities. Under the equal
partnership, structured, elected, and
financially-supported citizens" participation
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of model cities, the major emphasis in every
one of Michigan's model cities was public
service programming. Under community
development, without a joint partnership
arrangement, without an organized structure

',or unit representing citizens, without
elected representation, and without financial
support, city councils reducea prior levels
of public service programming by more than
$10 million.

.EVen where local citizend were allowed to
express their programming preferences in an
organized fashion* city councils overrode the
citizens' recommendations, and in many cases
decreased c!tizensl recommendations for
public service funding and increased funding
for physical development. While citizens
have placed a high priority on public service
programs, city officials have traditionally
favored the use of Federal funds for physical
development.

eLocal city officials have taken advantage of
certain aspects of the community development
law in order to give the impression that
public services programs are to be only
minimally funded. Some officials have
justified large reductions in public service
program budgets by claiming that the law has
placed limits on this type of programming.
No such limits currently exist in the law and
no such limits are being imposed by the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development.

2. The Michigan Advisory Committee finds that the
enactment of the Housing and Community Development Act of
1974 has resulted in less funding for programs in areas of
concentrated slums and blight. In addition, Federal dollars
are being spread throughout entire communities at the
expense of those individuals living in areas of heaviest
blight. The racial and economic makeur of those receiving
program benefits indicates that minorities and low-income
individuals are receiving fewer benefits under the community
development act than they received prior to its enactment:
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Requirements regarding the purpose of `the
community development act and the individuals
it is to benefit have not been adequately
defined. Two key phrases requiring that
funds be used "principally for persons of low
and moderate income" and that communities
give "maximum feasible priority to activities
which will benefit low-or-moderate income
families or aid in the prevention or
elimination of slums and blight" could be
interpreted by local communities in such,a
way as to divert large amounts of funding
from the poor and minority families having
the greatest need.

The section of the law, section 104(b) (2),
allowing cities to fund projects other than
those stated in the purpose section of the
act subverts the entire purpose of ,the
Housing and Community Development Act.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. The Michigan Advisory Committee to the U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights-recommends to the U.S. congressand to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
the immediate implementation of those recommendations
regarding citizens' participation that appear in this
report. It is the firm conviction.of the Advisory Committee
that the citizens of the community can best determine for
themselves the appropriate use of Federal funds available
under the Housing and Community Development Act.

2. The Michigan Advisory Committee to the U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights recommends that the Secretary ofthe U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development issue atechnical assistance bulletin clarifying the distribution offunds between public service and physical development
programming. Such a bulletin would eliminate any
misinterpretation of the law or any misuse of the language
of the law by city officials or citizens regarding
requirements on the distribution of funds.

3. The Michigan Advisory Committee to the U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights recommends that the Secretary ofthe U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development issue adefinition of the terms uprincipally for persons of low and

128



moderate income," and "maximum feasible priority to
activities which will benefit low-or-moderate-income
families ...." The Advisory Committee recommends that these

definitions be submitted for public review and comment prior

to their inclusion in the rules and regulations governing
the community developm2nt act.

4. The Advisory Committee recommends that the U.S.

Congress amend the Housing and Community Development Act of

1974. section 104 (b)(2). removing the language that allows

communities to use funds for projects other,than those
benefiting low- and moderate-income families or those that

aid in the prevention or elimination of slums or blight.
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NOTES TO SECTION Iv

142 U.S.C. 03301 ( 1970)

242 U.S.C. 43303 (1970).

342 U.S.C.A. 45301 (c) (1975).

442 U.S.C.A. 45304 (a) (3) (1975).

sIbid., (b)(2).

442 U.S.C.A. 45305 (a) (1975).

742 U.S.C. 03303 and 42 U.S.C.A. 05304 (a) (3) (1975).

042 U.S.C,,A. 45305 (a) (8) (1975).

9U.S" Congress, House of Representatives, Committee onBanking and Currency, Compilation of the Housing and
Community Development Act of 1974, 93rd Cong., Zd sees.,
1974, pp. 303, 361, 620 (hereafter cited as Compilation).

2039 Fed. Reg. 40145 (1974).

11U.S., Department of Housing and Urban Development,
AqqqrAllgPAR_ OMB No. 63-R1471, 1974.

12Compilation p. 301.

13In its study the Michigan Advisory Committee fo d thatvarious titles have been used to indicate this type of
programming, including "software," "community servic sr"
"human services," and "support programs." The Adviso
Committee has chosen to use the terminology contained in theHousing and Community Development Act, section 105(a)( ).,According to the act, "public services" include.programsconcerned with employment, economic development, crimeprevention, child care, health, drug abuse, education,welfare, and recreation. The term "physical developmentpr6grams, as used in this chapter, is interchangeable withthe terminology "hardware programs" which is used in souie
cities in the State.

1+This amount reflects amount shown in table 3, line 9, less
$69,500 attributable to physical development (housing)programs.
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lsAnn Arbor,
(1972-1973), p. 11.

adlAnn Arbor, Mich.,
Development Revenue

City Council, Second Year Action Plan

City Council, Application as Community
Sharing Block Grant (1975), pp. 16-26.

17Benton Harbor, Mich., City Council, Community Development
Application (1975), p. 1 of Community Development Program
Section. Also see: Benton Township, Mich., County
Commission, Community Development Application (1975), pp.
13, 14.

54This figure is larger than the figure given in table 8
because the city later used additional funds from its
"matching grant" category for public service programs.

15Detroit, Mich., Common Council, Community. Development
Application (1975), pp. 1-3, Community Development Program
Section.

20Flint, Mich., City Council, Community Development
c)APplication (1975), pp. 1, 2, Community Development Program
-Section.

2:Daniel Boggan, Jr., Flint city manager, letter to U.S.
Commission on civil Rights, Aug. 1, 1975.

22Grand Rapids, Mich., City Commission, Application for
Federal Assistance community aztl2pment Block Grant Frogram
(1975), pp. 1-8, Community Development Program Section.

25Highland Park, Mich., City Council, Application Community
Development Block Grant Prograul (1975), pp. 1-3, Community
Development Program Section.

241This amount reflects the figures shown in table 16 for
categories 9 and 15 less $5600838 for physical development
programs included in these categories. See: Lansing,
Mich., city council, Community Development Application
(1975), pp. 4-6, Community Development Program Section.

25This amount reflects categories 9 and 15 less $144,200 for
physical development programs in category 15.

2eSag3.naw, Mich., city Council, Community Development
8222.4 (1975), pp. 106, Community Development Program
Section and Maps A, Be and C.
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s7This reduction of 9 percent from prior average funding wasdue to advance funds taken out of first-year entitlements
and made available to cities, upon request, prior to the
beginning of the program.
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